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  Abstract 
The Government of Canada has supported and provided assistance to welcome and receive 
Syrian refugees. Since late 2015, the Government of Canada has resettled 40,081 Syrian 
refugees, and families with young children constitute most of the refugees (Government of 
Canada, 2016). After arriving in Canada, refugee children continue to be at a disadvantage due to 
challenges related to language proficiency and literacy skills. The purpose of this study was to 
examine factors that contribute to the successes and challenges in language and literacy 
development in both languages, Arabic as the first language (L1) and English as the second 
language (L2) of Syrian refugee children. Seventeen Syrian refugee families with children 
between the ages of six and twelve years old were recruited. Two children from each family 
were recruited into one of two groups, a younger age group (6 to 8 years) and an older age group 
(9-12 years) with 16 males and 18 females for a total of 34 children. Several measures (receptive 
vocabulary, phonological awareness, morphological awareness, and word reading) were used to 
assess children’s language and literacy skills in both languages. Also, parents were interviewed 
to explore the child and family factors that could correlate with the language and literacy 
development. The outcomes revealed that the individual factors related to child development 
(i.e., cognitive abilities, chronological age, age of arrival, and length of exposure to the L2, and 
attending school) play a significant role in the L1 and L2 acquisition. The results revealed that 
phonological awareness skill was a strong and unique predictor of word reading within and a 
cross language among bilingual Syrian refugee children. Finally, the findings of this study 
provided baseline information on the levels of language and literacy achieved by Syrian refugee 
children who recently settled in Canada. 
Keywords: Syrian refugee, language and literacy, bilingualism 
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Introduction 
 The Government of Canada has resettled 40,081 Syrian refugees across Canada since 
November 2015, and the majority of these refugees are families with young children, meaning 
that approximately half of these refugees are under the age of 18 (Government of Canada, 2016). 
Since most Syrian refugees are under the age of 18, there is need for research to assess the 
unique challenges and needs of Syrian refugee children.  
 Refugee children’s conditions differ vastly from other immigrant children. The 
circumstances that lead refugees to be in a new country create unique needs and problems that 
are not prevalent among immigrants. Immigrants choose to resettle in a new country, and many 
of them are highly educated as a result of Canadian immigration policy. Many immigrants might 
be financially self-sufficient and interacting with family members, friends, or other people from 
their native country (McBrien, 2005). In contrast, refugees do not leave their countries by choice; 
they are forced to flee their homes and countries, often under violent circumstances such as civil 
war (The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees UNHCR, 2000).  
 Due to the nature of the war in Syria, many refugee families and their children have been 
exposed to a variety of prearrival traumatic experiences such as poverty and malnutrition, living 
under war conditions, being uprooted from friends and communities, travelling in dangerous 
circumstances to seek asylum (Hadfield, Ostrowski, & Ungar, 2017; Sirin & Rogers-Sirin, 2015) 
and they may have lived in a settlement or refugee camp for years before resettlement in Canada. 
These experiences can negatively influence refugee children in terms of education or 
psychological impacts. For example, refugee children may have experienced limited access to 
education or disrupted schooling, due to the war or due to living in the refugee camps (Hadfield, 
Ostrowski, & Ungar, 2017). According to Sirin and Rogers-Sirin (2015), over half of all Syrian 
SYRIAN REFUGEE CHILDREN IN CANADA  8 
children did not attend school during the 2014-15 school year because of the conflict in Syria. 
Furthermore, refugee children continue to be in a disadvantaged situation after arriving in 
Canada due to challenges related to language proficiency, literacy, and social integration (Geva 
& Wiener, 2014).  
 The current study examined factors that contribute to successes and challenges in 
language and literacy development, both in Arabic, the first language (L1), and in English, the 
second language (L2) of Syrian refugee children as they settle in Canada. The present study was 
important for several reasons. First, prior Canadian research on English language learner (ELLs) 
children is based on children from immigrant and refugee backgrounds (their parents are 
immigrants or refugees). However, little is known about refugee children in particular, which is 
the key group of interest in this study. Second, no research has investigated the literacy skills 
among 6-12 years refugee children, so this study was the first to describe Arabic and English 
literacy skills among Syrian refugee children. Third, the current study revealed similarities and 
differences between the determinants of refugee children’s L1 and L2 development. Finally, it 
contributed to the understanding of how children who are refugees learn and adapt to their new 
country, which can assist educators in planning and implementing instruction that will help these 
children understand their lessons better and learn more effectively.  
 To complete this study, Syrian refugee families with children between the ages of six and 
twelve years old were recruited to participate in this study. Measures were used to assess 
children’s language and literacy skills specifically receptive vocabulary, phonological awareness, 
morphological awareness, and word reading in both their languages, Arabic and English. Also, 
parents were interviewed to explore the child and family factors that contribute to language and 
literacy development.  




Dual language learners (DLL) and Syrian refugee children  
 Dual language learners refer to a diverse group of young children who are learning a 
second language (L2) in addition to the first language (L1) spoken at home (Gutiérrez, Zepeda, 
& Castro, 2010). Simultaneous bilinguals are one group of the DLLs who are exposed to and 
learn more than one language at the same time in their home since birth. Another group of DLLs, 
termed sequential bilinguals, consists of children who learn one language at home (L1) and then 
begin to learn the societal language as a second language (L2) later in childhood when they 
attend an early care or educational setting. Late sequential bilinguals learn their L2 in middle 
childhood or older (Ballantyne, Sanderman, & McLaughlin, 2008; Paradis, & Jia, 2017). 
Children from immigrant and refugee backgrounds are a subset of child L2 learners, and their 
situation is different from children who are learning a foreign language. For instance, one of the 
unique aspects of immigrant and refugee children's bilingual development is that L2 acquisition 
is not an elective choice of their family; they must learn the L2 in order to function and engage in 
a new society (Genesee, Lindholm-leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2005). Although, prior 
Canadian research on English language learner (ELL) children is based on Canadian children 
and children from immigrant and refugee backgrounds (their parents are immigrants or 
refugees), little is known about the specific language and literacy skills of refugee children in 
particular. Thus, the current study focused on refugee children who are of Syrian heritage. 
 Many Syrians were forced to leave their country and have migrated to various other 
countries since the Syrian conflict began in March 2011. The conflict in Syria has substantially 
impacted children and their education and learning (UNICEF, 2016). As a result of losing 
materials and safe spaces to learn, half of all Syrian children did not attend school during the 
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2014-15 academic school year (Sirin & Rogers-Sirin, 2015).  Moreover, many Syrian children 
continued to encounter various challenges to receiving an adequate education after fleeing to 
neighbouring countries (Turkey, Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, and Egypt) due to overcrowding in host 
country schools, the costs of attending school, restrictive educational requirements and language 
policies, and limited resources of families and schools (Sirin & Rogers-Sirin, 2015; United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, 2015; Wofford & Tibi, 2018). There is additional 
variability in the learning experiences of Syrian children. Some children who were learning to 
read before the conflict were unable to continue their learning due a lack of access to schools or 
learning materials during the period of conflict. Other children were able to continue their 
learning and attending schools, although schooling might have taken place in refugee camps or 
in third party countries. In addition, children who were very young or born during the conflict 
may have never been schooled or taught to read which seriously affects children’s language and 
literacy development (UNICEF, 2016). 
 The Government of Canada has supported and provided assistance to welcome and 
receive Syrian refugees. Since late 2015, the Government of Canada has resettled 40,081 Syrian 
refugees, and families with young children constitute most of the refugees (Government of 
Canada, 2016). After arriving in Canada, refugee children continue to be in a disadvantaged 
situation due to challenges related to language proficiency, cultural differences, parental 
employment and income, and social integration (Geva & Wiener, 2014). 
 Education is considered one of the most valuable resources refugee children can have to 
participate in the host country and succeed later in life. According to Cummins, Mirza, and Stille 
(2012), language and literacy development is critical for newcomer children’s success in 
education and their integration in a new society. Therefore, refugee children need to achieve 
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fluent language and literacy skills in one of the Canada’s official languages (i.e., English and 
French) to be able to productively participate in Canadian society, be involved with the new 
culture, build relationships outside the home, and achieve academic success (Jia, Gottardo, Koh, 
Chen, & Pasquarella, 2014; Birman, Trickett, & Vinokurov, 2002). Conversely, without 
sufficient English or French skills, refugees will have greater difficulty adjusting to life in the 
new country and are more likely to encounter social and psychological problems (Espenshade & 
Fu, 1997). At the same time, maintenance of the home language (L1) plays a crucial role in the 
quality of communication between children and their parents, grandparents, relatives, and other 
community members (Tseng & Fuligni, 2000; Cummins, Mirza, & Stille, 2012; Cummins & 
Swain, 2014), helps children value their culture and heritage (Birman, 2006),  and may confer 
cognitive advantages associated with bilingualism (Bialystok, 2007; Cummins & Swain, 2014). 
For example, Cummins (2014) suggested that bilinguals are cognitively more advanced because 
they have two symbols for many objects from an early age. In this way they may conceptualize 
environmental features in terms of their general properties without dependence on linguistic 
symbols. In addition, several researchers have studied the impact of bilingualism on cognitive 
development and the results showed that bilingualism in children is associated with increased 
metacognitive skills, advantages in cognitive flexibility, intelligence, creativity, and better 
performance on some perceptual tasks and classification tasks (Barac, Bialystok, & Sanchez, 
2014; Cummins & Swain, 2014; Geva & Wiener, 2014; Bialystok, 2007; Bialystok, 2001). 
Notably, few Canadian studies have focused on Arabic-speaking refugee children in terms of 
language and literacy development (Geva & Wiener, 2014); thus, the current research examined 
factors that contribute to the successes and challenges in language and literacy development in 
Arabic as the L1, and English as the L2, among Syrian refugee children who settled in Canada. 
SYRIAN REFUGEE CHILDREN IN CANADA   
 
12 
Factors related to language and literacy development 
 Individual differences among bilingual children in language acquisition and literacy 
development (whether in L1 or L2) through the elementary school years are determined by 
various child and family factors, including child cognitive abilities, age of arrival, length of 
exposure to the L2 language, educational status, and richness of the language environment. Some 
of these factors have been studied extensively for monolingual children (first language learners) 
but much less research has been conducted with L2 learners, especially in refugee children. 
Thus, this study was unique in that it investigated the factors that contribute to Syrian refugee 
children’s language and literacy development. 
Child Factors              
Age of Arrival (AoA) 
  Age is deemed to be a critical factor that influences the acquisition of a second language 
(L2), and it has long been examined in studies of L2 acquisition. The age factor examined in L2 
studies is usually the age of first exposure to the L2. However, in studies examining immigrant 
and refugee populations, the age of arrival (AoA) in the immigrant-receiving county is another 
important factor to consider (Flege, Yeni-Komshian, & Liu, 1999).  Because children are better 
L2 learners than adults, arriving at a younger age in a L2 -majority environment leads to higher 
proficiency in the L2 skills (Flege et al., 1999; Dixon et al., 2012). According to different 
studies, young learners seem to show strengths in certain areas of L2 acquisition such as 
pronunciation (Flege, Munro, & MacKay, 1995; Flege et al., 1999), grammatical knowledge 
(DeKeyser, Alfi-Shabtay, & Ravid, 2010; Paradis, Tulpar, & Arppe, 2016), and some literacy 
skills (Jean & Geva, 2009; Geva & Wiener, 2014).  
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 In terms of pronunciation, an advantage is present among younger learners. For instance, 
Flege et al. (1995) and Flege et al. (1999) showed that discernible foreign accents increased with 
increasing AoA in English L2 speakers with long-term residence in North America. 
Additionally, another area that is influenced by AoA is grammatical knowledge. A five-year 
longitudinal study that investigated the acquisition of English grammatical morphemes among 
native Mandarin speaking children and adolescents in the United States, (Jia & Fuse, 2007) 
found that performance was predicted by age of arrival with early arrivals achieving greater 
proficiency than late arrivals. In other words, Chinese-L1 children with AoAs in early childhood 
had more advanced levels of accuracy with English L2 verb morphology than those with AoA in 
late childhood/ adolescence (Jia & Fuse, 2007). In terms of literacy, previous research showed 
that there are differences among L2 learners in acquiring skills in the language of the immigrant-
receiving county (Jean & Geva, 2009). Young L2 learners do not typically gain literacy skills 
such as reading comprehension, vocabulary knowledge and written language skills as their 
monolingual peers even after several years of formal instruction, and this is due to their relatively 
slow rate of acquisition at the beginning stages (Paez, Tabors, & Lopez, 2007; Jean & Geva, 
2009; Geva & Wiener, 2014).  However, a longitudinal study conducted in Canada by Lipka and 
Siegel (2007) found that there was an improvement among young English L2 learners from 
Kindergarten to the end of Grade 3. Their performance was equal to their L1 English-speaking 
peers on literacy skills such as phonological processing, memory, spelling, word reading, and 
lexical access.  
Length of exposure (LoE) 
 The length of time children have been in school provides an index for the amount of 
language exposure. Previous research on language and literacy development investigated the 
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effect of length of exposure on L2 acquisition. According to several studies, L2 children take 
several years to achieve proficiency in oral and academic English skills at levels approaching 
those of their monolingual peers with substantial variability in individual outcomes. Cummins 
(1991) distinguished between two kinds of language proficiency. These terms are commonly 
used in discussion of bilingual education. First, Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills 
(BICS) describe the development of conversational language used for oral communication, 
which are typically acquired quickly by many students. Second, Cognitive Academic Language 
Proficiency (CALP) describes the use of language in decontextualized academic situations and 
can take up to seven years to acquire. A study conducted by Hakuta, Butler, and Witt (2000) to 
investigate how long it takes ELLs to develop oral and academic English proficiency, the data 
clearly showed that academic English proficiency takes longer than oral English proficiency to 
develop. Specifically, it takes three to five years to develop oral language proficiency and four to 
seven years to gain academic English proficiency in optimum circumstances. However, Garcia 
(2000) indicated that disadvantaged children, children in poor schools or with interrupted 
schooling (e.g. Syrian refugee children) take much longer to acquire academic proficiency, up to 
ten years. Even though the individual differences among child L2 learners obviously existed, L2 
children who had longer L2 exposure showed greater L2 abilities. According to Paradis (2011) 
children with longer L2 exposure have greater L2 morphosyntactic abilities and higher L2 
vocabulary scores.  
Interrupted schooling 
School can be one of the most valuable sources that promotes academic, social, and 
emotional development. It can support young children to be successful in their later lives and 
deal with the challenges that they encounter in the early years (Correa-Velez, Gifford, 
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McMichael, & Sampson, 2017). Due to the war in Syria and/or living in the refugee camps, 
many Syrian children had limited access to education, disrupted schooling or no schooling; thus, 
they arrive in the host country with low L1 literacy skills (Hadfield, Ostrowski, & Ungar, 2017).  
According to Sirin and Rogers-Sirin (2015), over half of all Syrian children did not attend school 
during the 2014-15 school year because of the conflict in Syria. This disruption negatively 
influenced refugee children’s academic skills and their language acquisition (McBrien, 2005). 
Brown, Miller, and Mitchell (2006) stated that refugee children with limited or interrupted 
schooling will be behind in all subjects and will encounter barriers to educational success. They 
might face difficulties in acquiring the language of the host country, especially during the first 
several years. Similarly, Garcia and DiCerbo (2000) found that after a brief intensive program, 
acquiring English as a second language seemed like a daunting task for students with interrupted 
schooling, especially, if they did not have first language literacy skills. These findings imply that 
literacy in the first language might be a foundation for acquiring a new language. 
Family Factors 
In addition to child factors, family factors also influence the rate of language acquisition. 
Language and literacy richness at home 
The amount and quality of input that children receive at home are strongly related to their 
early language and literacy skills. According to Paradis (2011) and Paradis and Jia (2017) the 
more input children receive, the better their performance on language skills. Moreover, many 
studies that have focused on monolingual children demonstrated that children who receive 
different sources of input such as watching television, listening to media, reading books, or 
playing with friends show positive effects on language learning (Hoff, 2006; Lieven, 2010; 
Scheele, Leseman, & Mayo, 2010). In terms of bilingual children, previously, researchers have 
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focused primarily on limited factors such as age of arrival to new country and length of residence 
as possible predictors of L2 proficiency (e.g., Asher & Garcia, 1969). However, recently, various 
researchers have identified and investigated more predictors such as media input in the L2 (e.g., 
TV, videos, and radio) and social interactions that positively influence L2 acquisition. For 
instance, Paradis (2011) found a positive correlation between language richness scores and 
screen time among children L2 learners. Also, a study was conducted by Scheele et al. (2010) to 
investigate the relationships between home language learning activities (reading, educational TV, 
parent-child conversation, and story-telling) and vocabulary among young bilingual immigrant 
Moroccan-Dutch and Turkish-Dutch. The results showed that there were significant relationships 
between the activities in the L2 and L2 vocabulary skills, which imply that higher quality of L2 
input is associated with large vocabulary (see Paradis & Jia, 2017 for similar results). 
In terms of literacy, researchers indicated that home literacy environment plays an 
important role in children’s reading ability whether in the L1 or L2. According to de Jong and 
Leseman (2001), the home literacy environment may influence the development of reading. 
Similarly, Dickinson and Tabors (2001) reported that children whose home environments are 
rich in language and literacy resources are more likely to have better performance on literacy 
skills during the first years of education. For instance, Jia and Fuse (2007) found that language 
richness scores positively predicted children’s L2 morphological skills.   
For refugee children, the influences of language and literacy-rich environments are not 
only limited to success in early school grades but also extend to later education and effective 
participation in their new society. In the present study, a language richness score was calculated 
based on components that related to language and literacy-based activities at home (amount of 
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time the child spends doing speaking/listening activities, reading and writing activities, extra-
curricular activities, and playing with friends using both L1 and L2).  
Literacy acquisition  
 Literacy traditionally means both reading and writing skills. The key to literacy is reading 
development which includes a set of skills that begins with phonemic awareness, decoding, 
fluency, vocabulary and ends in a deep understanding of text (i.e., reading comprehension) 
(National Reading Panel, 2000). According to Ziegler and Goswami (2005), reading refers to the 
understanding of the meaning of printed words. In order to understand the meaning, the reader 
depends on lower level skills (e.g., letter recognition and phonemic awareness) as well as word 
recognition skills such as word pattern recognition. Because word recognition is considered as a 
starting point for the complex skill of reading comprehension (Gough & Tunmer, 1986), several 
models of word reading have been developed. One of these models is Dual route model. 
Dual route model 
 The Dual route model is a theory about the cognitive structure of the information 
processing system used for reading and spelling (Coltheart, 2005). This model presents two 
routes for reading: a lexical route and a non-lexical (phonological) route (Coltheart, 2005). The 
lexical route is also named the direct route or visual orthographic route in which the reader 
connects the orthographic representation of a printed word directly to the meaning of the word 
that is stored in the reader’s memory (Coltheart, 2005). Thus, word recognition by this route 
depends on the mental lexicon instead of sounding out the word. Nevertheless, this route fails 
when processing unfamiliar words or non-words because these words do not have lexical 
representations in the reader’s memory.  
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 The non-lexical route is named the indirect or the phonological route. In this route, a 
word is recognized when the phonological representations of this word are accessed. However, 
accessing the phonological representation of a target word requires several steps. For instance, 
the reader maps the letters onto sounds and blends these sounds to produce the correct 
pronunciation in order to retrieve meaning. Therefore, this route is necessary for reading new 
words and is useful for reading non-words that have consistent grapheme phoneme relationships 
(Seidenberg, 1987). 
Bilingual context  
 The linguistic interdependence hypothesis formulated by Cummins (1979) and 
the script-dependent hypothesis proposed by Geva and Siegel (2000) provide theoretical 
frameworks for what occurs when children learn to read two or more languages. According to 
the linguistic interdependence hypothesis, knowledge of how to read in one language transfers 
when learning to read in a second language, which suggests that L1 proficiency is related to L2 
proficiency either across general oral skills (Cummins, 1979; Geva &Siegel, 2000) or across 
specific linguistic skills such as phonological awareness (Durgunoglu, 2002). Therefore, the 
difficulties in language and literacy acquisition in the L1 influence children's ability to acquire 
the L2.  
Alternatively, the script-dependent hypothesis proposed that the reading and writing 
difficulties emerging in two languages are due in part to the characteristic of different scripts. For 
example, English does not have a one-to-one relation between graphemes and phonemes whereas 
Arabic has much more predictable grapheme–phoneme correspondence rules than English (Abu-
Rabia & Siegel, 2002). Thus, the difficulties that children encounter when learning to read in 
the L1 do not necessarily affect their ability to read in the L2.  
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Language and Literacy predictors of word reading  
 Understanding the basics of linguistic and cognitive skills of a language is important in 
order to understand reading development in a particular language. In fact, word recognition has 
been shown to be related to several non-reading skills including phonological awareness, 
morphological awareness, and vocabulary knowledge (Carlisle & Nomanbhoy, 1993; Deacon & 
Kirby, 2004; LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005; Carlisle, 2000; Nagy et al., 2003; Nagy, Berninger, & 
Abbott, 2006; Kirby et al., 2012; McKeown, Beck, Omaanson and Perfetti, 1983; Nation and 
Snowling, 1998). 
Phonological awareness (PA) 
 Phonological awareness is a metalinguistic skill that involves awareness of the 
phonological or sound structure of spoken words independent of meaning (Hatcher, Hulme, & 
Ellis, 1994; Stahl & Murray, 1994). It is the awareness that one can detect sounds in words and 
can manipulate them through operations such as identifying, comparing, separating, and 
combining (Stahl & Murray,1994; Geva & Wiener, 2014). Phonemic awareness is a subset of 
phonological awareness, and this skill is generally measured by a phoneme elision task which is 
considered one of the most complex phonological awareness tasks. Based on various studies, 
phonological awareness skill is one of the essential factors that is strongly associated with 
reading development (Carlisle & Nomanbhoy, 1993; Gottardo, Yan, Siegel, & Wade-Woolley, 
2001; Deacon & Kirby, 2004; LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005) as well as being considered as a 
reliable skill differentiating between skilled and poor readers (Shankweiler & Fowler, 2004). For 
example, a longitudinal study conducted by Lonigan, Burgess, and Anthony (2000) with a group 
of children who were followed from early to late preschool and another group who were 
followed from late preschool to kindergarten found that phonological awareness was the most 
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stable and the strongest indicator of reading compared to other predictors such as rhyming. Poor 
phonological awareness delays the acquisition of the alphabetic principle and the understanding 
of the relationship between letters and sounds (Deacon & Kirby, 2004), meaning that deficits in 
phonological awareness skills have an impact on reading development and are linked to reading 
disabilities.   
 Ample research evidence points to the relationship between phonological awareness and 
word reading in many languages including English, French, Dutch, Arabic, and Chinese 
(Stanovich, 1986; LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005; Laurent & Martinot, 2010; Verhagen, Aarnoutse 
and van Leeuwe, 2008; Saiegh-Haddad, & Geva, 2008; Taibah, & Haynes, 2011; Ho & Bryant, 
1997; Gottardo et al., 2001). For example, a study conducted by Ho and Bryant (1997) with 45 
first graders and 45 second graders in Hong Kong examined phonological development and its 
relationship to reading outcomes.  The results showed that phonological awareness skills 
predicted word reading performance two and three years later. Hence, the relationship between 
learning to read and becoming phonologically aware is reciprocal throughout reading acquisition. 
Morphological awareness (MA) 
 Morphological awareness is another component of general metalinguistic ability. 
Morphological awareness refers to children’s ability to analyze words into meaningful units, as 
well as the ability to reflect on and manipulate morphemes (Carlisle, 1995). Morphemes are the 
smallest meaningful units in words that carry semantic information and that can be added or 
removed from a word to change its meaning (Kuo & Anderson, 2006) which means that 
morphological awareness is related to semantics and vocabulary. Morphemes are represented as 
prefixes, suffixes, root words, and grammatical inflections (e.g., the use of “s” to mark plural). 
For instance, the derived word “darkness” consists of two morphemes: the stem “dark” and the 
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suffix “ness”. Recent research on reading in English has shown that morphological awareness is 
significantly associated with various aspects of literacy skills including word reading (Carlisle, 
2000; Nagy et al., 2003; Nagy, Berninger, & Abbott, 2006; Kirby et al., 2012; Deacon, Benere, 
& Pasquarella, 2013). Several studies reported that children in the elementary grades differ 
significantly in their ability to manipulate morphologically complex words, and these variances 
reflect children’s differences in word reading (Nagy, Berninger, & Abbott, 2006; Singson, 
Mahony, & Mann, 2000). These results show that morphological knowledge plays an important 
role in reading complex words. A longitudinal study conducted by Carlisle (1995) to examine the 
development of morphology in the period from kindergarten to the second grade indicated that 
morphological awareness was positively correlated with subsequent reading achievement and 
reading proficiency.  
 Furthermore, morphological awareness is a crucial factor in predicting literacy among 
bilingual children. Ramirez, Chen, Geva and Luo (2011) investigated English morphological 
awareness skills among Chinese and Spanish L2 learners who are in Grade 4 and Grade 7. The 
outcomes showed that morphological awareness made a unique contribution to word reading in 
all groups after controlling some reading variables. Similar results were found in Saiegh-Haddad 
and Geva’s (2008) study that focused on Arabic/English bilinguals. They found that English 
morphological awareness explained unique variance in word reading. Also, Wolter, Wood, and 
D'zatk (2009) found that performance on an oral morphological production task showed unique 
variance in reading and spelling after controlling for phonological awareness among 
Chinese/English bilinguals. 




Vocabulary knowledge refers to the ability to understand the meaning of a word. There 
are two types of vocabulary: Oral vocabulary which includes the words that are used to speak 
and understand oral language and reading vocabulary that includes the words used in print 
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). The importance of 
vocabulary in reading is related to both learning to recognize individual words and to text 
comprehension (McKeown, Beck, Omaanson & Perfetti, 1983). In other words, the reader needs 
to know the meaning of individual words that make up a written text to fully understand that text 
(McKeown, Beck, Omaanson and Perfetti, 1983; Nation and Snowling, 1998).  
 Furthermore, research reported that there is a reciprocal relationship between children’s 
vocabulary and reading across development. According to Verhoeven, van Leeuwe, and Vermeer 
(2011), vocabulary knowledge has been consistently associated with reading achievement, 
particularly for reading comprehension. Also, Ricketts, Nation, and Bishop (2007) investigated 
literacy levels and vocabulary in 81 English-language children aged 8 to 10 years. The outcomes 
showed that reading skills were predicted by oral vocabulary. In terms of the relation between 
word recognition and vocabulary knowledge, Nation and Snowling (1998) reported that 
depending on the theories it is possible that vocabulary knowledge will help to support the 
development of word recognition skills by allowing the creation of mappings between visual, 
phonological, and semantic representations in an individual’s developing lexical system. In terms 
of bilingual studies, even though bilingual children have shown delayed development of 
vocabulary knowledge within a specific language, some empirical studies indicated the 
importance of vocabulary in bilingual children’s literacy levels. For example, one of the studies 
on bilinguals focused on the developmental progression of English reading among 39 bilingual 
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learners (from grade 3 to 4) (Burgoyne, Whiteley, & Hutchinson, 2011). They found that 
vocabulary knowledge emerged as a significant predictor of Grade 4 reading comprehension 
when entered after reading accuracy.  
Overview of the Arabic Language 
 Arabic اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ(  al-arabiyyah) is a Semitic language with an abjad orthography. It is the 
fifth most common language in the world in terms of the number of native speakers, with 300 
million speakers, mostly in the Middle East and North Africa (Elbeheri & Everatt, 2007). In 
addition to this large number of native speakers, Arabic is used as an additional language by 
millions of Muslims around the world because it is the language of the Quran, the holy book of 
Islam, and is consequently considered the second most widely used language in the world after 
English (Mahfoudhi, Everatt, & Elbeheri 2011).  
Arabic orthography  
 Arabic is represented by an alphabetic writing system including 28 consonants letters 
with the exception of three letters, which are long vowels (a, u, i) (Abu Rabia & Taha, 2006). 
Arabic has specific features that distinguish it from other languages including English. Arabic is 
a language written from the right to left, while English is written form left to write. Unlike 
English, there are no capital letters in Arabic. In addition, most Arabic letters have more than one 
written shape (four shapes) depending on the letter’s position in a word : initial, middle, final, or 
isolated. (See Table 1) 
 Another feature of Arabic is the dot system which is used within its letters. Out of 
twenty-eight letters, fifteen letters are written with dots: ten have one dot, three have two dots, 
two have three dots, and the remaining thirteen letters are written without dots (Abu Rabia & 
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Taha, 2006). Thus, the number of dots is very important in Arabic as well as their position, 
below or above the letter. (See Table 2).  
Arabic phonology  
The most important skill in phonological processing is the association of sounds with 
letters. Phonological awareness refers to individual’s ability to manipulate the smallest unit of 
sounds, phoneme, of spoken words (Stahl & Murray,1994). In comparison to English phonemes, 
Smart and Altorfer (2005) divided the Arabic phonemes into three groups. The first group of 
sounds is mostly like sounds in English such as b/, /d/, /dh (ð)/, /f/, /h/, /j/, / k/, / l/, /m/, /n/, /s/, /sh 
(ʃ)/, /t/, /th (θ) /, /w/, /y/ and /z/. The second group of sounds in Arabic does not exist in English 
but are found in other European languages such as the /r/ sounds which is like trilled r of Scottish 
‘very’, the /gh/ sounds which is close to the /r/of Parisian French and the /kh/ sounds which is like 
to the German sound /ch/. The last group includes sounds which are specific to Arabic language 
such as /S/, /T/, /DH/, /aiyn/, /H/, and /hamzah/.  
Similar to English, Arabic has two types of vowels including short and long vowels that 
are represented differently. The long vowels are represented by three letters ا/a:/,  و /u:/ and  ي /i:/. 
Short vowels are represented by three diacritical marks, which play an essential role in Arabic 
and contribute to the phonology of the Arabic alphabet (Abu-Rabia, 2012). (See Table 3)  
Therefore, when Arabic words and texts are vowelized (using diacritics) such as in 
children’s books, religious texts, and textbooks for beginning readers and foreign learners, 
Arabic is considered a shallow orthography (one-to-one correspondence between letters and 
sounds) meaning that each word has one possible pronunciation. Abu-Rabia (2001) indicated 
that vowel diacritics are significant facilitators of word recognition and reading comprehension 
regardless of the level of reading skill or the age of the reader. In contrast, Arabic script is 
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considered a deep orthography (less transparent correspondences between graphemes and 
phonemes) such as English when the script appears without the diacritics (un-vowelized), as in 
newspaper texts. When diacritics disappear, a specific word can have multiple pronunciations 
due to the homographic nature of Arabic orthography, which leads readers to depend more on 
context to support word processing (Abu-Rabia, 2001; Abu Rabia & Taha, 2004, 2006).  
 As in English, various research studies have suggested that phonological awareness skills 
play an important role in developing reading skills in Arabic (Abu-Rabia & Taha, 2004; Abu-
Rabia, Share, & Mansour, 2003; Taibah & Haynes, 2011). For example, a study conducted by 
Al- Mannai and Everatt (2005) with 171 monolingual Arabic-speaking Bahraini children 
examined the effect of pseudoword reading, phonological awareness, short-term memory, 
processing speed, and nonverbal ability on single word reading. The outcomes showed that 
decoding and phonological awareness were the best predictors of word reading especially in the 
early grades. Similar conclusions were reported by Taibah and Haynes (2011) who investigated 
the contribution of phonological awareness to basic literacy skills in 237 children from 
kindergarten through Grade 3, whose native language was Arabic. The results showed that the 
best predictor of basic Arabic skills for Arabic-speaking children was phonological awareness.  
 In terms of bilingual Arabic-speaking children, Farran, Bingham, and Matthews (2012) 
found that for Grade 3, 4 and 5 English-Arabic bilingual children, word reading (both vowelised 
and non-vowelised Arabic words) was predicted by phonological awareness. Similarly, Saiegh-
Haddad and Geva (2008) found that Arabic phonological awareness significantly predicted 
Arabic word reading among English-Arabic bilingual children in elementary grades.  
 In addition, there is evidence of cross-language transfer of phonological awareness 
between Arabic and other languages. For example, Farran, Bingham, and Matthews (2012) found 
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that phonological awareness in Arabic was correlated to phonological awareness in English. 
Similarly, a study conducted by Alshaboul, Asassfeh, Alshboul and Alodwan (2014) found 
evidence of phonological transfer from Arabic to English in first-grade Jordanian bilingual 
children aged 6 to 10. Hence, phonological skills are considered an important factor of basic 
literacy skills within and across languages. 
Arabic Morphology  
 English is considered a concatenative language that uses linear morphological processes 
including prefixes and suffixes (e.g., un-happi-ness). However, Arabic is a non-concatenative 
language, which combines both linear and non-linear morphological processes (Boudelaa, 2014). 
In linear morphology, morphemes are added sequentially as prefixes or suffixes which mark the 
grammatical distinctions of a word such as person, gender, number (singular, dual, and plural) 
and time (Abu-Rabia, & Taha, 2006) (e.g., from the root “r.s.m”, when add T in the beginning of 
word as prefix, it means ﺗﺮﺳﻢ  “she draws” and when add Na as a suffix, it means رﺳﻤﻨﺎ  “we 
draw”). In nonlinear morphology, the combination of root and pattern into a word changes the 
internal structure of this word. For example, from the root “r.s.m”, different words with different 
meaning can be derived /rassa:m/ “painter”, /rasma/ “picture”, /rusi:ma/ “was drawn”.  
 Arabic roots are exclusively consonantal and provide the general meaning of the word 
(e.g., r.s.m). Roots are triliteral or quadriliteral, that is, with three or four consonants. In contrast, 
word patterns are built of long and short vowels and provide the morpho-syntactic and 
phonological information of words (e.g., rasama) (Abu-Rabia, & Taha, 2006). Hence, the 
combination of the root with the word pattern provides a meaningful word with different 
meaning and different grammatical structure (root: /r.s.m/ word pattern: rasama “to draw”, verb).  
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 Moreover, the complexity of the Arabic language is reflected in its morphology. Similar 
to other languages, Arabic morphology consists of two types of structures: derivational and 
inflectional.  Derivational structures in Arabic differ from those in English and are represented 
by non-linear morphological processes. In contrast to the derivational morphology, the 
inflectional morphological system is similar to English and is represented by linear 
morphological processes.  
 The awareness of the morphological structures of a language was found to play an 
essential role in reading processes particularly in Semitic languages (Abu-Rabia, 2007; Saiegh-
Haddad and Geva, 2008; Saiegh-Haddad, 2013; Tibi & Kirby, 2017). In terms of monolingual 
children, a study conducted by Abu-Rabia (2007) among Arabic dyslexic and typical readers in 
Grades 3, 6, 9 and 12 found that morphological skills and spelling were the strongest predictors 
of reading accuracy and comprehension. A study examining cross-language transfer of 
morphological awareness between Arabic and another language, Saiegh-Haddad and Geva 
(2008) revealed that Arabic morphological awareness predicted word reading in English. 
Diglossia  
 Diglossia is a unique feature that distinguishes the Arabic language from English. It is 
defined as the existence of two different forms of the Arabic language. The first form is the 
spoken language. This language is learned informally at home and used for daily verbal 
communication; thus, it is considered the mother tongue (Maamouri, 1998). It also differs widely 
from country to country. According to Abu-Rabia and Taha (2004) and Biadsy, Hirschberg, and 
Habash (2009), there are many spoken dialects of Arabic based on geographic area. For example, 
there are several dialects such as the Gulf Arabic dialect for the Gulf States, the Iraqi Arabic 
dialect for Iraq, the Levantine Arabic dialect for Levant countries such as Lebanon, Syria, and 
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Jordan, the Egyptian Arabic dialect for Egypt, and the Maghrebi Arabic dialect for the Western 
Arab countries such as Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia and Libya. On the other hand, the second form 
is termed literary language or the modern standard Arabic language, which was used in the 
measures of the current study. This language is typically learned at school and used for reading, 
writing, and formal communication. The two forms of Arabic language are significantly different 
in terms of vocabulary, phonology, syntax and grammar (Ibrahim, Eviatar, & Aharon Peretz, 
2007; Saiegh -Haddad, 2003). In a series of studies, Saiegh-Haddad (2003, 2004, & 2005) 
indicated that the linguistic distance between these two forms of Arabic language exists in all 
aspects of the language especially in phonology, meaning that diglossia is considered a key 
factor in making learning to read Arabic a challenging task for native speakers (Eviatar & 
Ibrahim, 2012). 
The Current Study 
 The present study examined factors that contribute to successes and challenges in 
language and literacy development, both in Arabic the L1, and English the L2, of Syrian refugee 
children as they settle in Canada. There were two main goals of this current study:  First, to 
investigate the literacy skills among young refugee children. Second: to reveal similarities and 
differences between the determinants of refugee children’s L1 and L2 development. These main 
goals were described in terms of specific research questions and hypotheses. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1: Which factors are correlated with Syrian refugee children’s language and 
literacy development? 
H1: The child (i.e., cognitive abilities and educational status) and family (i.e., richness of 
L1 environment) factors will be correlated with L1 language and literacy development. 
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H2: The child (i.e., cognitive abilities, age of arrival, and length of exposure to L2) and 
family (i.e., richness of the L2 environment) factors will be correlated with L2 language 
and literacy development. 
Research Question 2: What are the within-language contributions of phonological awareness, 
morphological awareness, and vocabulary to Arabic and English word reading skill among 
Syrian refugee children?  
 H1: Phonological awareness, morphological awareness, and vocabulary will be 
 correlated with word reading in Arabic and English. 
 H2: Phonological awareness will emerge as a strong and unique predictor of word 
reading in Arabic and English. 
Research Question 3: What are the cross-language contributions of phonological awareness, 
morphological awareness, and vocabulary to Arabic and English word reading skill among 
Syrian refugee children?  
 H1: Phonological awareness in Arabic L1 will be correlated with word reading in 
 English L2, and phonological awareness in English L2 will be correlated with vowelized 
 word reading in Arabic L1. 
H2: Phonological awareness in Arabic L1 will emerge as a strong and unique predictor of 
English word reading and vice versa. 
Method 
Participants 
Seventeen Syrian refugee families with children between the ages of six and twelve years 
old were included in this study. Most of these families were privately sponsored refugees. The 
total number of child participants was 34 (16 males and 18 females), 2 per family. Children ages 
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6 to 8 years (M = 7.21, SD = .95) and 9 to 12 years (M= 10.57, SD= 1.06) were selected with a 
maximum of one child per family in each age group. The children in younger age group were 6 
to 8 years old and the children in the older age group were 9 to 12 years old. The number of 
participants in each age group was equal with seventeen in each group. The participants were 
divided into two groups to determine the effects of learning experiences on the Syrian refugee 
children. Some children who were learning to read before the conflict were unable to continue 
their learning while others were able to continue their learning and attending schools. However, 
children who were very young or born during the conflict may have never been schooled or 
taught to read which seriously affects children’s language and literacy development (UNICEF, 
2016). In addition, this age range (6-12 years) is a critical period for language and literacy 
development as well as a time when children’s abilities to learn new information and concepts 
develop. Children who participated in this study had between 8 to 25 months of exposure to 
English (M= 16.50, SD= 6.30) and came from newcomer (Syrian refugee) families residing 
Kitchener and Waterloo, Canada. Thus, these children were sequential bilingual learners, since 
they learned their L2 after having established their L1.  
The families were recruited through ShamRose Refugee Support Center by contacting the 
center by telephone, email, and visiting the center. Furthermore, children in this study were 
tested on language and literacy measures in both English and Arabic. Because of interrupted 
schooling, some children might be unable to complete the literacy measures in either language; 
thus, the measures have basal rules, which enabled the examiner to discontinue the test when the 
items became too difficult for the children. In addition, parents were interviewed in order to 
obtain some information about their child’s education and language development and language 
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literacy activities. This information was reported to gain a better understanding of the 
participants. 
Measures 
Children were tested on measures of cognitive skills (reasoning and spatial visualization), 
cognitive-linguistic processing skills (phonological awareness), language skills (morphology and 
vocabulary), and literacy skills (word reading) in both Arabic and English. The language and 
literacy measures of this study have been selected to be age-appropriate and widely used with 
established reliability and validity.  
Language Environment Questionnaire 
The Alberta Language Environment Questionnaire (ALEQ: Paradis, 2011) is designed to 
obtain detailed information about children’s language development history, parent education and 
fluency in both languages English and Arabic, home and school language use, and information 
about language and literacy activities. This questionnaire was translated into Arabic, which was 
the parents’ first and dominant language, by the author and graduate students who are native 
Arabic speakers. Then, the Arabic version underwent revisions and modifications with the help 
of two independent experts prior to its implementation. The questionnaire was also adapted for 
this refugee population to better capture some of their unique experiences. It includes a set of 
questions and was administered as an oral interview between the parent and the researcher. To 
determine child and family factors, certain components of this questionnaire were chosen with 
child’s age, age of arrival, length of exposure to L2 and educational status as well as if the child 
experienced interrupted schooling or not, as child factors and richness of L1 and L2 environment 
as a family factor. A language richness score was calculated based on components that related to 
language and literacy-based activities at home, specifically amount of time the child spends 
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doing speaking/listening activities, reading and writing activities, extra-curricular activities, and 
playing with friends using both L1 and L2 (See Appendix A). 
Cognitive and linguistic measures 
Non-verbal Intelligence 
To measure general non-verbal intellectual ability, The Reasoning by Analogy and 
Spatial Visualization subtests of Matrix Analogies Test (MAT) – Expanded Form (Naglieri, 
1985) was used. Each of the 16 items for each subtest requires children to identify which one of 
six pieces appropriately completes the pattern. For this task, the examiner explained the test 
procedure and gave two practice items to the children with feedback. Then, children were asked 
to look at the existing pattern, notice the missing piece in the picture, and complete a matrix by 
choosing the missing item from six different pieces displayed at the bottom of the page. All 
items were administered to each child individually. The test was discontinued when the child 
fails four consecutive items within each subtest. The raw score was the total number of correct 
responses, so the score on the complete test ranged from 0 to 32. The Cronbach’s alpha for this 
measure was .70.  
Phonological awareness 
In English. Phonological awareness was measured by the Elision subtest of the 
Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP-2; Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 
2013). This subtest consists of 34 test items. Children were asked to listen to individual English 
words read aloud by the examiner and repeat the word. Then, they were asked to delete a word 
part or sound in each presented word and state the remaining word (e.g., “say toothbrush without 
saying tooth” or “say meet without saying /t/”). Testing was discontinued when the child missed 
three items in a row. The correct answers were recorded as 1 and incorrect answers as 0. The 
SYRIAN REFUGEE CHILDREN IN CANADA   
 
33 
total raw score was the number of correct test items up to the ceiling. The Cronbach’s alpha for 
this measure was .89. 
In Arabic. The Arabic phonological awareness task was taken from Tibi and Kirby 
(2017) and was modified for the current study. The task was parallel in design to the English 
phonological awareness (elision) subtest. This task is comprised of six training items and twenty 
test items and was given orally. Children were asked to listen to individual Arabic words read 
aloud by the examiner and asked to repeat the word. Then, they were asked to delete a word 
syllable or particular phoneme either in the initial, middle, or final position from the word (e.g., 
“Say /samaa/ “sky” without /sa/ /maa/ “water” or “say /fiil/ “elephant” without saying /l/ /fee/ 
“in”). Feedback was given on all training items. The test was discontinued if the child missed 
three consecutive errors. Each correct answer was recorded as 1, so the total row score was the 
number of correct test items. The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .80. (See Appendix B)  
Morphological awareness  
 In English. A derivational awareness task was used to determine children’s 
morphological awareness of the base forms of words. This expressive derivational awareness 
task is adapted from Carlisle (2000) to be suitable for younger children and language learners. In 
this test, children were required to produce a derived word to complete a sentence. For example, 
“swim. She was a strong ______. [swimmer]”. This test is contained of sixteen items. Raw 
scores were obtained from the number of correct sentences. The Cronbach’s alpha for this 
measure was .75. 
In Arabic. The Morphological Production subtest of the Tests and Manual-Logat Elkaraa 
(TMLE; Asadi, Shany, Ben-Semon, & Ibrahim, 2014) was administered to examine children's 
morphological awareness. This task consists of seven morphological roots (two as practice items 
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and five as testing items) derived from three letters. The test was given orally. Each root was 
presented separately to children. After that, they were asked to produce at least two new words. 
The words that were produced could be verbs or nouns (e.g., kitaab/ “book”, /kutub/ “books”, 
/maktab/ “desk”, /kaatib/ “writer”, /taktub/ “she writes”, /yaktub/ “he writes”, and /katabu/ “they 
wrote”), but they have to be derived from the same three letter root presented in the task. Roots 
were selected to permit multiple responses generating high-frequency words. Five minutes were 
required to administer this test in which one minute was given to produce as many words as 
possible for each root. The children’s responses were recorded as audio files. One point was 
given to each correctly produced word and repeated words were excluded. The total raw score 
was the number of correct words produced by the child. The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure 
was .97. 
Vocabulary  
 In English. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edition, Form A (PPVT-IV; 
Dunn & Dunn, 2007) was administered to assess children’s receptive vocabulary in English. The 
PPVT-IV test consists of 228 items equally distributed across twenty item-sets. Each item-set is 
comprised of twelve items of increasing difficulty. In this test, four pictures were shown to 
children, and they were asked to point to the picture that presents the word provided orally by the 
examiner. For example, after presenting the four pictures, the examiner said “look at the pictures 
on this page. Put your finger on the picture that shows sleeping”. The test was discontinued 
when the child failed at least eight items in a block of twelve items. The correct answers were 
recorded as 1 and incorrect answers as 0. The raw score was calculated by subtracting the total 
number of errors from the ceiling item. The Cronbach’s alpha for the manual was .97. 
 In Arabic. To assess children’s receptive vocabulary in Arabic, the Picture Vocabulary 
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subtest of the Tests and Manual-Logat Elkaraa (TMLE; Asadi, Shany, Ben-Semon, & Ibrahim, 
2014) was used. The test consists of 73 items. Four pictures were displayed, and children were 
asked to point to the picture that best illustrates the word provided orally by the examiner. The 
test was discontinued after eight consecutive errors. The correct answers were recorded as 1 and 
incorrect answers as 0. The raw score of this test was the total number of correct responses. The 
Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .86. 
Literacy Measure 
Word reading 
 In English. English word reading accuracy was measured using the Letter-Word 
Identification subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson III battery (WJIII; Woodcock et al., 2001). This 
test is standardized measure, and it includes 76 test items organized into sets of increasing 
difficulty consisting of one to eight words per set. The initial 16 test items require children to 
identify letter names or point to letters that match the letter name presented orally by the 
examiner. For the remaining 60 test items, children were asked to read aloud sets of English 
words that become gradually more challenging (e.g., is, had, together, astronomer). Each correct 
response was recorded as 1 and incorrect response as 0. The test was discontinued when the child 
incorrectly read six words in a row. The raw score was the total number of all items answered 
correctly. The Cronbach’s alpha for the manual was .95.  
 In Arabic. Word reading accuracy in Arabic was measured using Arabic vowelized Word 
reading test that had been created by Tibi and Kirby (2017). This test is comprised of 100 
vowelized words (10 practice items and 90 test items), which are increasingly difficult in terms 
of the number of syllables, phonological structure, and morphological complexity. All words are 
vowelized and represent different parts of speech (noun, verb or adjective). In this test, children 
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were asked to read aloud the words presented visually by the examiner. Feedback was given on 
all practice items. The test was discontinued after ten consecutive errors. The correct responses 
were scored as 1 and incorrect responses as 0. The raw score of this test was the total number of 
words read accurately. The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .97. (See Appendix C).  
 Procedure  
 The families were recruited through ShamRose Refugee Support Center by contacting the 
center by telephone, email, and visiting the center. This study involved parents and children. 
Parents were interviewed by the researcher at their home, which took approximately 30-45 
minutes. Additionally, children were tested on language and literacy measures in both Arabic 
and English. Testing included two one-hour sessions. One session was dedicated to testing in 
each language. Testing occurred on separate days for each language. Session 1 measures were 
the following:  Non-verbal intelligence (MAT), Receptive Vocabulary (Arabic), Phonological 
awareness (Arabic), Morphological awareness (Arabic), and Vowelized word reading (Arabic). 
Session 2 measures were the following: receptive Vocabulary (English), Phonological awareness 
(English), Morphological awareness (English), and Letter-word identification (English). 
Administration order of measures was static for all participants, but the order of presentation in 
terms of the languages was counter-balanced with some children being tested in Arabic first and 
others being tested in English first. Practice items were administered before each test and 
feedback was provided, but no feedback was given for the actual test items. English instructions 
were provided for all English measures while Arabic instructions were provided for the Arabic 
measures. All measures were individually administered in a quiet setting by trained 
undergraduate and graduate students. Finally, each family received $50 for participating in this 
study. Children received small gifts such as pencils, stickers, or small book after each session. 




 In order to answer the research questions of this study, data were analyzed using a series 
of statistical procedures including descriptive statistics, correlations, and regression analyses. 
Descriptive statistics were used to present demographic information and dispersion (mean and 
standard deviations) of scores in both English and Arabic languages and reading measures. 
Demographic variables included chronological age in months, age of arrival, length of exposure 
to English, attending school before arriving in Canada, and richness of the Arabic and English 
environment outside school. Correlational analyses were conducted to determine the relations 
among variables, followed by regression analyses to investigate predictors of language and 
literacy measures, each consisting of one dependent variables (DV) and two or more independent 




 Table 4 summarizes the means, standard deviations, F-values, and p-values for 
demographic variables and for the raw scores of developed measures and standardized tests for 
each task in both languages: Arabic and English in both groups (young and older). The number 
of participants was equal, 17 in each group. The results of descriptive statistical analyses showed 
that there were group similarities and differences among variables and no floor or ceiling effects 
on most variables except English morphology, which showed floor effects. As shown in Table 4, 
there were significant group differences based on age for most variables. The older group 
outperformed the younger group on English measures of word reading (M = 33.94, SD = 9.2), 
which showed that the older group was at the age of 7 and at the grade level of 2.3. The mean 
SYRIAN REFUGEE CHILDREN IN CANADA   
 
38 
score for the younger group (M = 22.71, SD = 10.3) demonstrated that young children were at 
the age of 6-8 and at the grade level of 1.3. The older group also outperformed the younger group 
on phonological awareness (M = 22.7, SD = 8.7) and had marginally higher scores on English 
morphological awareness (M = 3.29, SD = 2.4). Moreover, the older group had higher scores on 
the Arabic reading and language measures, specifically word reading (M = 37.0, SD = 31.3), 
phonological awareness (M = 15.82, SD = 4.7), morphological awareness (M = 38.29, SD = 14.0) 
and vocabulary (M = 49.12, SD = 9.5). Interestingly, the groups did not differ on raw scores on 
the measure of English vocabulary (p = .946). Both groups had very low scores on vocabulary. 
The mean standard score for the younger group was 63.76, which was greater than 2 standard 
deviations below the mean. The mean standard score for the older group on this test was 39.76, 
which is greater than three standard deviations below the mean. The results also showed 
similarities existed in length of exposure to the L2 (p = .729), English richness (p = .532) and 
Arabic richness (p = .200), likely because the participants were matched pairs of siblings.         
Correlational Analyses. 
Correlations were used to examine the associations between child and family factors, as 
well as language and reading variables based on the Pearson correlation coefficients. The first 
research question examined which factors were correlated with Syrian refugee children’s 
language and literacy skills in both languages.  
 Child and family factors with English language and literacy. The outcomes showed 
that the child (chronological age in months, age of arrival, length of exposure to English, and 
attending school) and family (richness of the English and Arabic environment outside school) 
factors that contribute to the successes and challenges in language and literacy development in 
both languages of Syrian refugee children were correlated with each other (see Table 5). For 
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example, strong correlations were found for the relationship between length of exposure and 
English vocabulary, r = .69, p < .001 and moderate correlations between length of exposure and 
English morphology, r = .40, p = .017, respectively. Child factors were positively correlated with 
English phonological awareness with correlation values of cognitive abilities, r = .46, p = .006, 
chronological age r = .49, p = .003, and age of arrival r = .45, p = .006. Child factors were also 
associated with English word reading with correlation values for cognitive abilities, r = .61, p < 
.001, chronological age, r = .54, p = .001, and with age of arrival, r = .48, p = .003, respectively. 
These results suggest that English language skills are correlated with length of exposure to 
English whereas English literacy skills are associated with chronological age, age of arrival, and 
cognitive skills. 
 Child and family factors with Arabic language and literacy. As indicated in Table 6, 
positive correlations were found for the relationship between chronological age, cognitive 
abilities, and attending school before arriving in Canada and Arabic language and literacy skills. 
Richness of the Arabic environment was significantly correlated with Arabic vocabulary, r = .46, 
p = .005, Arabic morphological awareness, r = .48, p = .004, and Arabic word reading, r = .48, p 
= .003. 
Correlations between all English and Arabic measures within and cross-language are 
reported in Table 7. There were significant correlations between measures across languages and 
high correlations between measures within-language.  
Within-language.  
In English, the results showed that language and literacy measures were correlated with 
each other. A positive correlation was found between English vocabulary and the English 
morphological task, r = .55, p = .001, English word reading, r = .35, p = .037, but not with the 
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English phonological awareness task, r = .12, p = .479. English phonological awareness and 
English morphological awareness were highly correlated with English word reading with 
correlation values of English phonological awareness, r = .81, p < .001, and English 
morphological awareness, r = .64, p < .001. 
 In Arabic, the results of the correlational analyses showed that Arabic language and 
literacy measures were significantly correlated with each other. There were strong correlations 
between Arabic phonological awareness and all Arabic measures. The highest correlation was 
between Arabic phonological awareness task and Arabic vowelized word reading, r = .71, p < 
.001, and the lowest correlation was between Arabic phonological awareness and vocabulary, r = 
.55, p < .001. Also, Arabic morphological awareness and Arabic vocabulary were significantly 
correlated with Arabic vowelized word reading (r = .80, p < .001; r = .68, p < .001). 
 Cross-language relations. As shown in Table 7, there were significant cross-language 
correlations between English and Arabic variables. A high correlation was found between 
English phonological awareness and Arabic phonological awareness, r = .79, p < .001, and 
between English word reading and Arabic vowelized word reading r = .69, p < .001. A moderate 
correlation was shown between English morphological awareness and Arabic morphological 
awareness with correlation values, r = .40, p = .016. However, no correlation was found between 
English vocabulary and any of the Arabic measures. Also, strong positive correlations were 
found between Arabic phonological awareness and Arabic morphological awareness and English 
word reading, the lowest correlation was found between Arabic vocabulary and English word 
reading, r = .49, p = .003. In contrast, English phonological awareness was strongly correlated 
with Arabic vowelized word reading, r = .62, p < .001, but no correlation was found between 
Arabic vowelized word reading and English morphology or vocabulary.  




  Multiple regression analyses were performed to determine the statistical predictors of 
English and Arabic word reading within-language. Then, hierarchical regression analyses were 
used to determine the relative contributions of each of the standard predictors to word reading 
within and across language. The full sample was included in the regression analyses to increase 
sample power. The following were the variables that entered in the analyses: morphological 
awareness, vocabulary, and phonological awareness. These variables were selected as predictor 
variables based on the results of previous research (LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005; Taibah & 
Haynes, 2011; Kirby et al., 2012; Abu-Rabia, 2007; Tibi & Kirby, 2017) and significant 
correlations found for the variables. For both languages, the dependent variables (DVs) were 
Arabic vowelized word reading and English word reading. The independent variables (IVs) were 
English and Arabic morphological awareness, English and Arabic vocabulary, and English and 
Arabic phonological awareness.  
Within-language predictors  
 English word reading. English morphological awareness, English vocabulary, and 
English phonological awareness explained a significant amount of variance in English word 
identification when entered together, R2 =.749, F (3,30) = 29.82, p < .001. As shown in Table 8, 
the analysis revealed that English phonological awareness was the only significant predictor of 
English word identification, b =.700, t (30) = 6.30, p < .001.  
To determine the relative contributions of each of the English standardized measures as 
predictors of English word reading after controlling for child age and age of arrival, hierarchical 
regression analyses were conducted. As indicated in Table 9, child age was entered in step 1, 
explaining 29% of the variance in English word reading, F (1,32) = 13.59, p = .001. After entry 
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of English morphological awareness at step 2, the total variance explained by the model as a 
whole was 49%, F (2,31) = 15.35, p < .001. Thus, English morphological awareness explained 
an additional 20% of the variance in English word reading after controlling for the child age. The 
contribution of English morphological awareness to the model was significant, β = .501, p = 
.001. After entry of English vocabulary at step 3, the total variance was 50%, F (3,30) = 10.10, p 
< .001. English vocabulary explained an additional 1% of the variance in English word reading 
after controlling for the child age and English morphological awareness. The contribution of 
English vocabulary to the model was not significant, β = .086, p = .591. In the last step, the 
English phonological awareness was entered. The total variance was 76%, F (4,29) = 23.60, p < 
.001. English phonological awareness explained an additional 26% of the variance in English 
word reading after controlling for the above mentioned variables. The contribution of English 
phonological awareness to the model was significant β = .652, p < .001. 
Age of arrival is considered to be a critical factor that effects the acquisition of a L2 
(Flege, Yeni-Komshian & Liu, 1999). Table 10 presented the results of the hierarchical 
regression analysis to determine the relative contributions of each of the English standard 
predictors to English word reading after controlling for child age of arrival. The results were 
similar to Table 9. As shown in Table 10, child age of arrival was entered in step 1, explaining 
23% of the variance in English word reading, F (1,32) = 9.94, p = .003. After entry of English 
morphological awareness at step 2, the total variance explained by the model as a whole was 
50%, F (2,31) = 15.59, p < .001. Thus, English morphological awareness explained an additional 
26% of the variance in English word reading after controlling for the age of arrival. The 
contribution of English morphological awareness to the model was significant, β = .544, p < 
.001. After entry of English vocabulary at step 3, the total variance was 51%, F (3,30) = 10.59, p 
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< .001. English vocabulary explained an additional 1% of the variance in English word reading 
after controlling for the age of arrival and English morphological awareness. The contribution of 
English vocabulary to the model was not significant, β = .146, p = .377. At step 4, the English 
phonological awareness was entered. The total variance was 77%, F (4,29) = 24.33, p < .001. 
English phonological awareness explained an additional 25% of the variance in English word 
reading after controlling for the above mentioned variables. The contribution of English 
phonological awareness to the model was significant β = .644, p < .001. Age of arrival was not a 
unique statistical predictor. 
Arabic vowelized word reading. Results indicated that Arabic morphological 
awareness, Arabic vocabulary, and Arabic phonological awareness explained a significant 
amount of variance in Arabic vowelized word reading when entered together, R2 =.701, F (3,30) 
= 23.49, p <.001. As shown in Table 8, the analysis indicated that Arabic phonological 
awareness and morphological awareness significantly predicted Arabic vowelized word reading 
with phonological awareness, b =.302, t (30) = 2.18, p = .037, and morphological awareness, b 
=.485, t (30) = 2.669, p = .012. 
Moreover, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to determine which variables 
were uniquely related to Arabic vowelized word reading after controlling for child age. As 
shown in Table 11, child age was entered in step 1, explaining 20% of the variance in Arabic 
vowelized word reading, F (1,32) = 8.37, p = .007. After entry of Arabic morphological 
awareness at step 2, the total variance explained by the model as a whole was 67%, F (2,31) = 
32.36, p < .001. Thus, Arabic morphological awareness explained an additional 46% of the 
variance in Arabic vowelized word reading after controlling for the child age. The contribution 
of Arabic morphological awareness to the model was significant, β = .988, p < .001. After 
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entering Arabic vocabulary at step 3, the total variance was 68%, F (3,30) = 22.04, p < .001. 
Arabic vocabulary explained an additional 1% of the variance in Arabic vowelized word reading 
after controlling for the child age and Arabic morphological awareness. The contribution of 
Arabic vocabulary to the model was not significant β = .171, p = .295. In the last step, the Arabic 
phonological awareness was entered. The total variance was 73%, F (4,29) = 19.69, p < .001. 
Arabic phonological awareness explained an additional 4% of the variance in Arabic vowelized 
word reading after controlling for the above-mentioned variables. The contribution of Arabic 
phonological awareness to the model was significant β = .288, p = .040. Child age was not a 
unique statistical predictor. 
Cross-language predictors. Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to determine 
which variables were uniquely related to word reading across language. The IVs were Arabic 
phonological awareness, Arabic morphological awareness, Arabic vocabulary, English 
phonological awareness, English morphological awareness, and English vocabulary. Because the 
sample size of study was small, controlling for within language variables was not included in the 
analyses.  
Prediction of English word reading. At step 1, Arabic morphological awareness and Arabic 
vocabulary were entered, explaining 50% of the variance in English word reading, F (2,31) = 
15.47, p < .001. After entry of Arabic phonological awareness at step 2, the total variance 
explained by the model as a whole was 81%, F (3,30) = 43.62, p < .001. Arabic phonological 
awareness explained an additional 31% of the variance in English word reading. The 
contribution of Arabic phonological awareness to the model was significant, β = .76, p < .001 
(see Table 12). 
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Prediction of Arabic vowelized word reading. English morphological awareness and English 
vocabulary were entered as step 1, explaining 9% of the variance in Arabic word reading, F 
(2,31) = 1.66, p = .206. After entry of English phonological awareness at step 2, the total 
variance explained by the model as a whole was 40%, F (3,30) = 6.92, p = .001. English 
phonological awareness explained an additional 31% of the variance in Arabic word reading. 
The contribution of Arabic phonological awareness to the model was significant, β = .67, p < 
.001 (see Table13).  
Discussion 
The purpose of the current study was to examine the factors that contribute to the successes and 
challenges in language and literacy development in both English the L2, and Arabic the L1, 
among Syrian refugee children who settled in Canada. The following discussion provides an 
interpretation of the results in light of existing literature and from the findings of this study. 
The first research question investigated which factors were correlated to Syrian refugee 
children’s language and literacy in both languages. To determine child and family factors, certain 
components of the ALEQ questionnaire were chosen with child’s age, age of arrival, length of 
exposure to L2 and educational status as well as if the child experienced interrupted schooling or 
not, as child factors and richness of L1 and L2 environment as a family factor. A language 
richness score was calculated based on components that related to language and literacy-based 
activities at home, specifically amount of time the child spends doing speaking/listening 
activities, reading and writing activities, extra-curricular activities, and playing with friends 
using both L1 and L2. 
Language and literacy skills were tested by using vocabulary, morphological awareness, 
phonological awareness and word reading in both languages. The findings showed that the length 
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of exposure to the L2 was correlated to English vocabulary and morphology among Syrian 
refugee children. This outcome is consistent with our hypothesis, which was based on a previous 
study that found a relationship between length of exposure to the L2 and L2 oral skills (e.g., 
Paradis, 2011). Despite the strong correlation between vocabulary and length of exposure to the 
L2, interestingly, the results demonstrated that the two groups (young and older) did not differ in 
the performance on English vocabulary measure. Two interpretations are offered for this finding. 
First, these children have been in Canada about the same length of time, which means that they 
have learned vocabulary for a similar period of time. The length of exposure ranged from 8 to 25 
months which might be considered a short and insufficient period to achieve proficiency in the 
L2 oral skills. According to different studies, children take several years to achieve proficiency 
in their L2, specifically oral skill. For example, it can take up to three to five years to reach levels 
approaching those of their monolingual peers, with substantial variability in individual outcomes 
(Cummins 1991; Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 2000; Bialystok, et al. 2010). The second interpretation 
of this result might be related to the way vocabulary is taught in school, meaning that teachers 
teach vocabulary in an implicit way, teaching vocabulary incidentally in naturally occurring 
situations without separate instruction. Therefore, the amount of vocabulary that children acquire 
in school is not adequate to meet their language needs. Given the evidence presented here, the 
instructional methods of teaching vocabulary should be improved by teaching vocabulary 
explicitly. Explicit teaching of vocabulary enables a teacher to build strategies that facilitate 
vocabulary acquisition by using visuals, semantic, and mnemonic strategies and engage children 
in activates that focus attention on vocabulary. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that classroom 
input would have an important impact on vocabulary building in particular among Syrian refugee 
children who recently learned English as a second language.  
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 In terms of English literacy, child factors including cognitive abilities, chronological age, 
and age of arrival were positively correlated with L2 literacy skill (phonological awareness and 
word reading), which shows that the individual factors related to child development are an 
advantage for the development of L2 literacy. Therefore, findings of this study supported the 
importance of child factors in acquiring L2 language and literacy skills among Syrian refugee 
children. 
 Additionally, child and family factors that related to first language and literacy 
development among Syrian refugee children whose first language is Arabic were examined. The 
findings yielded positive correlations between child factors (chronological age, cognitive ability 
and attending schools before arriving in Canada) and both language and literacy skills. This 
finding highlights the importance of education, especially, among refugee children who have 
been exposed to a variety of traumatic experiences. According to Correa-Velez, Gifford, 
McMichael, and Sampson (2017), education can support young children to be successful in their 
later life and deal with the challenges that they encounter in the early years. However, refugee 
children with limited or interrupted schooling might face difficulties in acquiring the language of 
the host country, especially during the first several years. Thus, attending school before arriving 
in their new country could facilitate learning the second language. 
In addition to child factors, the richness of the Arabic language environment, which is 
considered as a family factor, was correlated to language and literacy skills. This result can be 
explained by the findings of Paradis (2011) and Paradis and Jia (2017) that the amount and 
quality of input that children receive at home are strongly related to their early language and 
literacy skills and may influence the development of reading (Jong & Leseman, 2001). The 
results revealed that there was a richness in the L1 (Arabic) environment compared to the L2 
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(English) environment. Two interpretations might explain this result. The first interpretation of 
the L1 richness might be related to the resources that children receive to develop and improve 
their Arabic language and literacy skills. For example, they use the Arabic for religious purposes 
such as for reading Quran (the holy book of Islam) and for praying. The second interpretation 
might be that since Syrian refugee families are newcomers to Canada and to an English-speaking 
environment. Arabic is the dominant language for daily use such as communicating with parents, 
family members and friends. This result suggests that the richness of the L1 environment among 
immigrants and refugee children plays an important role in maintaining the home language, helps 
children value their culture and heritage (Birman, 2006), and may confer cognitive advantages 
associated with bilingualism (Bialystok, 2007; Cummins & Swain, 2014). According to Paradis 
(2011), the maintenance of the L1 has many cognitive, psycho-social-cultural and educational 
benefits for minority children.    
Word reading 
The second research question was formulated to investigate the predictors of English and 
Arabic word reading within-language. 
 In English, the results revealed that English phonological awareness and English 
morphological awareness correlated significantly with English word reading skills, with 
phonological awareness showing higher correlations with English word reading than 
morphological awareness skills. In multiple and hierarchal regression analyses, English 
phonological awareness was strong and unique predictor of English word reading among 
bilingual Syrian refugee children. This result is consistent with our hypothesis, which was based 
on previous results that found English phonological awareness was uniquely related to English 
word reading (e.g., LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005; Saiegh-Haddad, & Geva, 2008). Although the 
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English morphological awareness measure was significantly correlated with English word 
reading, it made a small contribution to English word reading. The lack of contribution of 
morphological awareness to English could be due to the floor effect obtained on this measure. In 
this derivational awareness task, children needed to select a suffix that not only conveys the 
correct meaning, but also belongs to the syntactic category appropriate for the sentence and 
combines legally with the target word (e.g., swim. She was a strong ______. [swimmer]). 
Derivational morphology is a complex system, and as confirmed by previous research it takes a 
long time to develop (Nagy et al., 2003). Thus, one possible explanation is that the Syrian 
refugee children are considered new ELLs and their exposure to English ranged from 8 to 25 
months which might be considered an insufficient time to develop their English derivational 
morphology skills. 
In Arabic. Findings of the current study indicated that Arabic phonological awareness, 
Arabic morphological awareness and Arabic vocabulary were correlated with Arabic vowelized 
word reading. However, multiple regression analysis revealed that Arabic phonological and 
morphological awareness significantly predicted Arabic vowelized word reading, and no 
significant relationship was found for Arabic vocabulary. The findings of phonological 
awareness and its effect to Arabic vowelized word reading are consistent with many previous 
studies of Arabic (e.g., Abu- Rabia et al., 2003; Al Mannai & Everatt, 2005; Elbeheri & Everatt, 
2007; Saiegh-Haddad, & Geva, 2008; Taibah, & Haynes, 2011). These findings suggest that 
children relied on phonology when reading vowelized words, which are examples of a shallow 
orthography. Thus, readers were capable of achieving word reading accuracy through reliance on 
the phonological information offered by the individual graphemes on the page (letters and 
diacritics). Since Arabic is a homographic language, vowels are essential facilitators in the 
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process of word recognition especially for beginning readers. At the same time, morphological 
awareness task was significant predictor of Arabic vowelized word reading. The results of the 
present study support the notion that readers need to use both phonological and morphological 
skills in reading Arabic vowelized words. These results are consistent with previous findings 
which indicated the importance of the role of the morphology in reading Arabic (Abu-Rabia, 
2001; Abu-Rabia & Taha, 2006).  
Links to models of English and Arabic word reading 
 The “Dual Route Model” is one of the important word reading models that has dominated 
word recognition theories involving the metacognitive perspective (Coltheart, 2005). According 
to the “Dual Route Model”, successful reading relies on two routes: the sub-lexical and the 
lexical route. For the sub-lexical route of an alphabetic orthography, letters are decoded by 
phoneme-grapheme rules. In contrast, the lexical route is related to written words (visual 
representations) as a complete pattern without the necessity of phoneme-grapheme decoding 
(Zabell & Everatt, 2002). Several previous studies showed that phonological awareness was 
related to word reading in an alphabetic orthography (Durgunoglu, 2002; Abu- Rabia et al., 
2003; Al Mannai & Everatt, 2005; LaFrance & Gottardo, 2005; Elbeheri & Everatt, 2007; 
Saiegh-Haddad, & Geva, 2008; Taibah, & Haynes, 2011). In this study, we found that both 
English and Arabic phonological awareness were related to word reading within each language 
among Syrian refugee children. These findings correspond with reading using sub-lexical route 
when Arabic bilinguals read words, in which children recognized the word pattern by phoneme-
grapheme rules. 
 The third research question investigated the predictors of English and Arabic word 
reading cross-language. Strong positive correlations were found between Arabic phonological 
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awareness and Arabic morphological awareness and English word reading, the highest being 
with Arabic phonological awareness. Conversely, strong correlations were found for the 
relationship between English phonological awareness and Arabic vowelized word reading. 
Moreover, results of hierarchical regression analyses produced similarities in cross-language 
predictors of English and Arabic word reading. Arabic phonological awareness explained 
variance in English word reading and English phonological awareness explained variance in 
Arabic word reading. This finding supported by the linguistic interdependence hypothesis 
(Cummins, 1979) in which the knowledge of how to read in one language transfers when 
learning to read in a second language which suggests that the L1 proficiency is related to L2 
proficiency. Therefore, the difficulties in language and literacy acquisition in the L1 influence 
children's ability to acquire the L2.  In other words, if language learners have certain strengths in 
their L1, and those strengths are known to transfer across languages, then it could be expected 
that the language learners will develop those proficiencies in their L2 as their L2 proficiency 
develops (Durgunoglu, 2002). For example, according to our findings, Syrian refugee children 
who have some level of phonological awareness in their L1 are more likely to show that 
awareness in their developing L2 as well.  
Limitations and future directions 
 This current study has some limitations that should be highlighted. First, the sample size 
of Syrian refugee children included in this study, 34 participants with 17 children in each group, 
was small when compared to other bilingual English-Arabic children’s studies. Given the small 
sample size of the present study, the findings should be treated with caution. An ideal sample 
would allow comparisons by level of proficiency in L1 versus L2. Also, an adequate sample size 
such as 60 subjects (30 children in each group) could accommodate the number of control 
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variables required for a valid comparison and would be needed to ensure sufficient power to be 
able to extrapolate the statistical analysis results to the overall population. In other words, in 
order to consolidate the results reported in the exploratory study, and to make more generalizable 
claims about bilingual reading development, a large pool of participants is warranted. Therefore, 
it is important to note that this is not a limitation intrinsic only to this study, but rather, to the 
general study of ELLs and bilingual populations. In addition to the small sample size, most of 
these children are privately sponsored, which does not represent the immigration experiences of 
all Syrian refugee children. Private sponsorship is usually associated with greater day-to-day 
support for refugees, because members of sponsorship organizations form personal relationships 
with families and are available to answer questions or provide resources (e.g., driving, reading 
school consent forms). Second, the English morphological awareness task (derivational 
awareness) was included in this study, although it has floor effects, which did not capture enough 
variance to word reading. Indeed, the problem was not found with the measure itself, but the 
actual problem is with the level of children English proficiency in which their proficiency in 
English was not developed enough to be able to perform this task. This is considered a complex 
task that takes a long time to develop (Nagy et al., 2003). Thus, it is possible that the lack of 
contribution of English morphological awareness to word reading was due to the low level of 
proficiency in English language. To avoid this problem, conducting a pilot study prior to the 
main study can enhance the likelihood of success of this measure and potentially help to match 
the measure to the children’s level of English morphology especially among new ELLs. Another 
recommendation that would be taken into consideration in future studies to solve this problem is 
selecting familiar roots, prefixes, and suffixes that commonly appear in their everyday life (e.g., 
suffix (er) when provided with a recognizable word teach). This would help to identify how the 
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pattern of association between morphological awareness and word reading develops among 
newcomer bilingual children and would also help to identify appropriate intervention strategies 
for theses specific group of ELLs. Finally, a longitudinal study with a nested design would be 
recommended for the future studies to measure the effect of different factors on language and 
literacy development at the individual and group level over time.  
Conclusion 
This study examined the factors that were related to the successes and challenges in 
language and literacy development in both languages, Arabic and English, of Syrian refugee 
children. These children are considered sequential bilinguals who have learned one language at 
home (L1) and then began to learn the societal language as a second language (L2) later when 
they immigrated to Canada. This study also examined the relationship between phonological, 
morphological, and vocabulary skills and reading outcomes at the word levels within and cross-
language among bilingual Syrian refugee children. The results revealed that the individual 
factors related to child development (i.e., cognitive abilities, chronological age, age of arrival, 
and length of exposure to the L2, and attending school) play a significant role in the L1 and L2 
acquisition. The results also revealed the importance of phonological awareness in reading 
words, showing within- and cross-language relations. These findings support the notion that 
phonological skills must be taught to young children prior to other language components. 
Moreover, this study is considered one of the first studies that focuses on refugee children in 
terms of language and literacy. It did provide some understanding of the development of L2 
among Syrian refugee children. This area of research is important for educators and researchers 
to understand the process of the L2 language learning in refugee populations and the challenges 
that they encounter in L2 acquisition. Thus, this information can be used to assist educators in 
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planning and implementing instruction that will help these children understand their lessons 
better and learn more effectively to be able to productively participate in Canadian society. 
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 separate initial middle final 
Letter (ba) ب ﺑـــ  ــﺒــ  ــــﺐ  








Meaning Escape Cold Boy Grapes 
One dot ن - ف -غ - ظ - ض - ز - خ - ذ - ج - ب  
/b/ - /j/ – /th/- /kh/- /z/ – /d/– /th`/ – /gh/ – /f/ -/n/ 
Two dots ي – ق - ت  
/t/- /q/- /y/ 
Three dots ش - ث  
/th`/ - /sh/ 
Letters without 
dots 
أ – ح – د – ر – ع – س  – ص - ط – ك – ل – م – ه – و  
/w/ - /h/ - /m/ - /l/ - /k/- /t`/ - /s`/ - /s/ - /a/ - /r/ - /d/ - /h/ - /a/ 




 Arabic short and long vowels 
Arabic Vowels 
Short vowels Long vowels 
Short vowels 
marks 
◌َ  ◌ُ  ◌ِ  Long vowels 
letters 
ا و ي 
Name of the 
marks in Arabic  
ﻓﺘﺤﺔ  
 
ﺿﻤﺔ  ﻛﺴﺮة  Name of the long 
vowels in Arabic 
أﻟﻒ  واو  ﯾﺎء  
Translate name 
of the marks In 
English 
fatḥah ḍammah kasrah Translate name of 
long vowels In 
English 
Alif Wāw Ya' 
Sound in 
English 
a u i Sound in English aa uu ii 
 
  




 Table 4 
 Descriptive Statistics: Variable Mean, Standard Deviation, F-ratio and P-value Scores   
    Young (6-8)  
      (n=17)                       
 
 Older (9-12) 
     (n=17) 
Variables M SD M SD F ratio sig 
Chronological age in months (Age) 86.47 10.7 127.18 13.0 .836 000 
Age of arrival in months (AoA) 67.65 13.7 109.3 12.7 .141 .000 
Length of exposure to English (LoE) 16.88 6.0 16.12 6.7 1.827 .729 
Attending schools before arriving in 
Canada (ASchool) 
.59 .50 .82 .39 8.784 .140 
Richness of the English environment 
outside school (ENGRICH) 
.37 .09 .40 .11 .838 .523 
Richness of the Arabic environment 
outside school (ARARICH) 
.44 .10 .49 .12 .070 .200 
Non-verbal IQ (MAT) 5.71 3.6 11.76 5.3 4.529 .001 
English Phonological Awareness (EPA) 13.41 9.4 22.7 8.7 .021 .005 
English Word Reading (EWR) 22.71 10.3 33.94 9.2 .039 .002 
English Morphological Awareness (EMA) 
(derivational)  
1.65 2.1 3.29 2.4 .696 .049 
English Vocabulary-raw score (EVOC) 57.65 14.7 58.0 20.3 1.664 .946 
English Vocabulary- standard score 63.76 11.7 39.76 11.9 .002 .000 
Arabic Phonological Awareness (APA) 10.82 6.1 15.82 4.7 2.479 .012 
Arabic Vowelized Word Reading (AVWR) 10.65 22.1 37.0 31.3 6.758 .008 
Arabic Morphological Awareness (AMA) 18.65 10.0 38.29 14.0 1.489 .000 
Arabic Vocabulary (AVOC) 36.0 11.6 49.12 9.5 .666 .001 






















Correlation matrix between child and family factors and English language and literacy skills for 
Syrian refugee bilingual children 
 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 N-VI ---         
2 Age .450** ---        
3 AoA .413* .966** ---       
4 LoE .081 -.043 -.297 ---      
5 ENGRICH -.035 .046 -.017 .306 ---     
6 EVOC .234 .081 -.098 .695** .304 ---    
7 EMA .308 .452** .328 .408* .310 .552** ---   
8 EPA  .464** .494** .459** .018 -.001 .126 .530** ---  
9 EWR .612** .546** .487** .132 .158 .359* .645** .816** --- 
* P < .05; **P < .001 
Note, N-VI = Non-verbal IQ (MAT); Age = chronological age in months; AoA = age of arrival; LoE = length of 
exposure to English; ENGRICH = richness of the English environment outside school; EVOC = English 
vocabulary; EMA = English morphological awareness (derivational); EPA = English phonological awareness; 
























Correlation matrix between child and family factors and Arabic language and literacy skills for Syrian refugee 
bilingual children 
Variables     1    2    3    4    5    6 7 8 
1 N-VI    ---        
2 Age .450**   ---       
3 ASchool .172 .323   ---      
4 ARARICH .439** .163 .425*   ---     
5 AVOC .491** .586** .645** .468**   ---    
6 AMA .565** .721** .480** .486** .770**   ---   
7 APA .562** .468** .432* .308 .545** .691**   ---  
8 AVWR .559** .455** .463** .489** .680** .803** .715** --- 
* P < .05; **P < .001 
Note, N-VI = Non-verbal IQ (MAT); Age = chronological age in months; ASchool = attending schools before 
arriving in Canada; ARARICH = richness of the Arabic environment outside school; AVOC = Arabic 
vocabulary; AMA = Arabic morphological awareness; APA =Arabic phonological awareness; AVWR = Arabic 











 Correlation matrix between all English and Arabic measures for Syrian refugee bilingual children 
 
                                    English and Arabic Measures  
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 N-VI ---         
2 EPA .464** ---         
3 EMA .308 .530** ---       
4 EWR .612** .816** .645** ---       
5 EVOC .234 .126 .552**  .359* ---     
6 APA .562** .795** .513* .889** .199 ---    
7 AMA .565** .619** .409* .703** .089 .691** ---   
8 AVWR  .559** .622** .222 .692** -.060 .715** .803** ---  
9 AVOC .491** .484** .203 .495** -.047 .545** .770** .680** --- 
* P < .05; **P < .001 
Note, N-VI = Non-verbal IQ (MAT); EPA = English phonological awareness; EWR = English word reading; EMA = 
English morphological awareness (derivational); EVOC = English vocabulary; APA =Arabic phonological awareness; 
AVWR = Arabic vowelized words reading; AMA = Arabic morphological awareness; AVOC = Arabic vocabulary.  
 
 




 Multiple regression model predicting English and Arabic word reading 
English Variables b Std. Error t sig 
English Morphological 
Awareness (derivational) 
.179 .603 1.357 .185 
English Vocabulary .172 .072 1.526 .137 
English Phonological Awareness .700 .123 6.301 .000 
Arabic Variables b Std. Error t sig 
Arabic Morphological 
Awareness 
.485 .347 2.669        .012 
Arabic Vocabulary .142 .376 .905 .373 
Arabic Phonological Awareness .302 .694 2.188 .037 
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 Hierarchical regression analyses for variables predicting English word reading within 
language after controlling for the child age (N = 34)     
Variable 
b t-value !" D!" 
Model 1   .298 .298 
Child Age .546 3.687**   
Model 2   .498 .200 
Child Age .319  2.238**   
English Morphological Awareness .501  3.509**   
Model 3   .503 .005 
Child Age .338  2.278*   
English Morphological Awareness .445  2.513*   
English Vocabulary .086            .543   
Model 4   .765 .262 
Child Age .153 1.411   
English Morphological Awareness .121 .891         
English Vocabulary .198 1.758   
English Phonological Awareness .652     5.691***   
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  Hierarchical regression analyses for variables predicting English word reading within 
language after controlling for the age of arrival (N = 34)     
Variable 
b t-value !" D!" 
Model 1   .237 .237 
Age of Arrival  .487     3.154**   
Model 2   .501 .264 
Age of Arrival .308 2.298*   
English Morphological Awareness .544     4.054***   
Model 3   .514 .013 
Age of Arrival .354  2.460*   
English Morphological Awareness .449  2.611*   
English Vocabulary .146  .897   
Model 4   .770 .256 
Age of Arrival .174 1.651   
English Morphological Awareness .121 .906         
English Vocabulary .229  1.989   
English Phonological Awareness .644       5.687***   
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  Hierarchical regression analyses for variables predicting Arabic word reading within 
language after controlling for the child age (N = 34)     
Variable 
b t-value !" D!" 
Model 1   .207 .207 
Child Age .455    2.894**   
Model 2   .676 .469 
Child Age -.256 -1.740   
Arabic Morphological Awareness .988       6.698***   
Model 3   .688 .012 
Child Age -.267 -1.813   
Arabic Morphological Awareness .864        4.608***   
Arabic Vocabulary .171  1.066   
Model 4   .731 .043 
Child Age -.249 -1.783       
Arabic Morphological Awareness .660       3.283**   
Arabic Vocabulary .161    1.061   
Arabic Phonological Awareness .288     2.152*   
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 Hierarchical regression analyses for variables predicting English word reading cross 
language (N = 34)     
Variable b t-value !" D!" 
Model 1   .500 .500 
Arabic morphological awareness  .791      3.972***   
Arabic vocabulary -.115 -.576   
Model 2   .814 .314 
Arabic morphological awareness  .273  1.905   
Arabic vocabulary -.138 -1.119   
Arabic phonological awareness   .766        7.107***   
SYRIAN REFUGEE CHILDREN IN CANADA   
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* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Table 13 
 Hierarchical regression analyses for variables predicting Arabic vowelized word reading 
cross language (N = 34)     
Variable b t-value !" D!" 
Model 1   .097 .097 
English morphological awareness .366 1.791   
English vocabulary  -.262 -1.280   
Model 2   .409 .312 
English morphological awareness -.083 -.410   
English vocabulary  -.099         -.572   
English phonological awareness .678        3.982***   







 4 - )QELA( eriannoitseuQ tnemnorivnE egaugnaL atreblA
   ………………………… ytic & reweivretnI ..…………… : weivretni fo etaD  ……………:edoC dlihC
 *************************************************************************************
  ﺔﯿﻤﯾدﺎﻛﻷاو ﺔﻣﺎﻌﻟا تﺎﻧﺎﯿﺒﻟا .1
  
 1.1  ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا دﻼﯿﻣ   _______________________ :
 2.1  ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺲﻨﺟ                       :  ﻰﺜﻧأ              ﺮﻛذ
  3.1  ﻰﺘﻣ  ﺖﻠﺻو ﻚﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ  اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟
 4.1  ﻰﺘﻣ ﻚﻠﻔط أﺪﺑ ﻟا ﺔﺳارﺪ  اﺪﻨﻛ ﻲﻓ ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟
  ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ﮫﻟﻮﺻو ﺪﻨﻋ ﺔﺳارﺪﻟا ﻚﻠﻔط أﺪﺑ ﺔﻠﺣﺮﻣ يأ ﻲﻓ 5.1
 KJ   KS  1    2    3   4   5   6   .......:ىﺮﺧأ                                                
 6.1  يأ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻠﺣﺮﻣ  ؟نﻵا ﻚﻠﻔط سرﺪﯾ
                                                              KJ   KS  1    2    3   4   5   6   .......:ىﺮﺧأ 
 7.1  ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺔﺳرﺪﻣ ﺔﻐﻟ ﻲھﺎﻣ (ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻟا ﺔﻐﻟ)                           يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا           ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
  ﻻ                ﻢﻌﻧ              ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﺎﻘﺘﻧﻻا ﻞﺒﻗ ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻟﺎﺑ ﻚﻠﻔط ﻖﺤﺘﻟا ﻞھ 8.1
 9.1  ﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ ﺔ " ﻢﻌﻧ ، " ﻓ ﺔﯿﺳارﺪﻟا تاﻮﻨﺴﻟا دﺪﻋ ﻢﻜ  ﺎﮭﺳرد ﻲﺘﻟا  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻞﺣاﺮﻤﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ    ـــــــــــــــــــ؟
  ﻻ             ﻢﻌﻧ           ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ﮫﻟﺎﻘﺘﻧا ﻞﺒﻗ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻋﺮﯿﻏ سراﺪﻤﺑ ﻚﻠﻔط ﻖﺤﺘﻟا ﻞھ 01.1
  ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻢﯿﻠﻌﺘﻟا نﺎﻜﻣ نﺎﻛ ﻦﯾأ 11.1
 21.1  ﻮھﺎﻣ  كﺪﻠﺑ ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟
   ﻻ                ﻢﻌﻧ            ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ءﻲﺠﻤﻟا ﻞﺒﻗ ﺮﺧآ ﺪﻠﺑ ﻲﻓ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ةﺮﺘﻓ ﻚﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ ﺖﻀﻗ ﻞھ 31.1
  ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ةﺪﻤﻟا ﻢﻛو   ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﺪﻠﺑ يأ ﻲﻓ ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ        
 41.1  ﻲﻓ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ةﺮﺘﻓ ﻚﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ ﺖﻀﻗ ﻞھ  اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﺎﻘﺘﻧﻻا ﻞﺒﻗ ﻦﯿﺌﺟﻼﻟ ﻢﯿﺨﻣ         ؟            ﻢﻌﻧ           ﻻ
  ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ةﺪﻤﻟا ﻢﻛو  ــــــــــــــــــــــ؟ﻦﯾأ  ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ        
 51.1  ؟ﺔﻧﺎﯾد يأ ﻰﻟإ ﺔﻠﺋﺎﻌﻟا ﻲﻤﺘﻨﺗ            ﺔﻧﺎﯾد يأ ﻰﻟإ ﻲﻤﺘﻨﺗ ﻻ             ﺔـــﯿﺤﯿﺴﻤﻟا              مﻼــــﺳﻹا
 
 hsilgnE fo htgneL lavirrA fo egA tseT ta egA
 loohcS
 cibarA fo htgneL
 loohcS
       raeY     
 yaD     htnoM
       raeY  
 yaD     htnoM
 shtnom ni tnuoC-
 )4.1( etad yrtne morf
 weivretni fo etad ot
 shtnom ni tnuoC -
 9.1 no desab








      ____      _____
 ____
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 fo etaD - 
 htriB
      ____      _____
 ____
 fo etaD - 
 htriB
      ____      _____
 ____
 01 = raey loohcS-
 shtnom
 era KS dna KJ fI -
 tuc ,syad flah
  flah ni shtnom
 no desab tsujdA-
   7.1 ot rewsna
 rebmun eht tsujdA-
 srewsna ot gnidrocca
 7.1 ot dna 01.1 ot
 etad weivretni dna
 
 ta egA =
 tseT
      ____      _____
 ____
 fo egA =
 lavirrA
      ____      _____
 ____
 
 ﻞﻔﻄﻠﻟ يﻮﻐﻠﻟا ﻮﻤﻨﻟا ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ .2
 
  ؟ﻰﻟوﻷا ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻚﻠﻔط ﻖﻄﻧ ﺮﻤﻋ يأ ﻲﻓ 1.2
 1
 (ﻊﯿﺿر) اﺮﮭﺷ 51-11 ﻲﻟاﻮﺣ
 2
 (ﺪﮭﻤﻟا) اﺮﮭﺷ 42 -61 ﻲﻟاﻮﺣ
  3




 ؟ةﺮﯿﺼﻗ ﻞﻤﺟ نّﻮﻜﯿﻟ ﺎﮭﻀﻌﺑ ﻊﻣ تﺎﻤﻠﻛ ﻊﺿﻮﺑ ﻚﻠﻔط أﺪﺑ ﺮﻤﻋ يأ ﻲﻓ 2.2
 ".ﻲﻟ هﺬھ ، ءﺎﻣ ﺪﯾرأ ":ﻼﺜﻣ           
 1
 (ﺪﮭﻤﻟا) اﺮﮭﺷ 42-61 ﻲﻟاﻮﺣ
 2
 (5.2 ﻰﻟإ 2) اﺮﮭﺷ 03 -52 ﻲﻟاﻮﺣ
  3
 ﺮﺜﻛأ وأ ﻦﯿﻨﺳ 3 /5.2 ﻦﻣ ﺮﺒﻛأ
 
 ؟هﺮﻤﻋ ﺲﻔﻨﺑ ﻦﯾﺮﺧآ لﺎﻔطأ ﻊﻣ ﺔﻧرﺎﻘﻣ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟﺎﺑ ﮫﺴﻔﻧ ﻦﻋ ﺮﯿﺒﻌﺘﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻚﻠﻔط ةرﺪﻗ ﻦﯾﺪﺠﺗ ﻒﯿﻛ , ﺎﯿﻟﺎﺣ 3.2
 1
  ﻦﯾﺮﺧﻵا لﺎﻔطﻷا ﻦﻣ ﻞﻀﻓأ/ زﺎﺘﻤﻣ
 2
   ﺎﺒﯾﺮﻘﺗ ﻦﯾﺮﺧﻵا لﺎﻔطﻷا ﻞﺜﻣ/ﺪﯿﺟ
  3
 ﻦﯾﺮﺧﻵا لﺎﻔطﻷا ﻦﻣ ﻞﻗأ /ﺪﯿﺟ ﺮﯿﻏ
 








  ؟ﺔﯿﻟﺎﺘﻟا ﻞﻛﺎﺸﻤﻟا ﺪﺣﺄﺑ ﺔﺼﺘﺨﻣ ﺔﯿﺒط ﺔﮭﺟ يأ وأ ﺐﯿﺒﻄﻟا ﻞﺒِﻗ ﻦﻣ ﻚﻠﻔط ﺺﯿﺨﺸﺗ ﻢﺗ ﻞھ 5.2
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 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :ﺔﻠﻜﺸﻤﻟا ﺪﯾﺪﺤﺗ ﻮﺟرأ ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ
 
 ؟ﺔﯿﺟﻼﻋ تﺎﺴﻠﺟ وأ جﻼﻋ يأ ﻚﻠﻔط ﻰﻘﻠﺗ ﻞھ ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ
 
 لﺰﻨﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺔﻣﺪﺨﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا .3
 
  ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻊﻣ مﻷا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﺗ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 1.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %30 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 ؟مﻷا ﻊﻣ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 2.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻊﻣ بﻷا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 3.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 ؟بﻷا ﻊﻣ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 4.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 :(ة/لﺎﺨﻟا -ة/ﻢﻌﻟا -ةﺪﺠﻟا/ﺪﺠﻟا) لﺰﻨﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻦﯾﺪﺷاﺮﻟا ءﺎﺑﺮﻗﻷا ﺪﺣﻷ ﺪﺟاﻮﺗ كﺎﻨھ نﺎﻛ اذإ 5.3
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 ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻊﻣ داﺮﻓﻷا ءﻻﺆھ ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ      
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 :(ة/لﺎﺨﻟا -ة/ﻢﻌﻟا -ةﺪﺠﻟا/ﺪﺠﻟا) لﺰﻨﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻦﯾﺪﺷاﺮﻟا ءﺎﺑﺮﻗﻷا ﺪﺣﻷ ﺪﺟاﻮﺗ كﺎﻨھ نﺎﻛ اذإ 6.3
 ؟داﺮﻓﻷا ءﻻﺆھ ﻊﻣ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا  ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ      
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
  ؟ﺔﻠﺋﺎﻌﻟا ﻲﻓ لﺎﻔطﻷا دﺪﻋ ﻢﻛ 7.3
 (ﺔﻠﺋﺎﻌﻟا ﻢﺠﺣ)  9  8  7  6  5  4  3  2  1                            
  ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا اﺬﮭﻟ يدﻻﻮﻟا ﺐﯿﺗﺮﺘﻟا ﻮھﺎﻣ 8.3
  ﻦﻣﺎﺜﻟا  ﻊﺑﺎﺴﻟا  سدﺎﺴﻟا  ﺲﻣﺎﺨﻟا  ﻊﺑاﺮﻟا  ﺚﻟﺎﺜﻟا  ﻲﻧﺎﺜﻟا  لوﻷا    ﻂﻘﻓ ﺪﺣاو ﻞﻔط                   
 
 ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻊﻣ ﺎﻨﺳ ﺮﻐﺻﻷا ءﺎﻘﺷﻷا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ  9.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 ؟ ﺎﻨﺳ ﺮﻐﺻﻷا ﮫﺋﺎﻘﺷأ ﻊﻣ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 01.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 




 ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻊﻣ ﺎﻨﺳ ﺮﺒﻛﻷا ءﺎﻘﺷﻷا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 11.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
 ؟ﺎﻨﺳ ﺮﺒﻛﻷا ﮫﺋﺎﻘﺷأ ﻊﻣ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﯾ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ 21.3
 5
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %001-08 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  % 02-0 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 4
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %07 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %03 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 3
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹاو ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﺲﻔﻨﺑ
  %05 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %05 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 2
 ﺾﻌﺑ /ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺎﺒﻟﺎﻏ
  ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا نﺎﯿﺣﻷا
  %03 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %07 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 1
 ﻞﻜﺸﺑ وأ ﻂﻘﻓ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا
  ﻲﺳﺎﺳأ
  %02-0 :يﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا
  %001-08 :ﻲﺑﺮﻋ
 
  ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ءاﺮﺛ .4
 
 ﻦﻣ ﻞھﻷا ﻦﻜﻤﺘﯾ ﻢﻟ لﺎﺣ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻠﺌﺳﻷا ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻢھﺎﺴﯾ نأ ﻦﻜﻤﻤﻟا ﻦﻣ .ﻲﻋﻮﺒﺳﻷا ﻂﺳﻮﺘﻤﻟا وأ لﺪﻌﻤﻟا ﻦﻋ ﻦﯾﺪﻟاﻮﻟا لﺄﺴﯾ :ﺔﻠﺌﺳﻷا ﻊﯿﻤﺠﻟ
 ﺔﻄﺸﻧأ .نﺎﺒﺴﺤﻟﺎﺑ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺮﻤﻋ ﺬﺧﺆﯾ نأ ﻦﻜﻤﻤﻟا ﻦﻣ ﮫﻧأو ﺎﻤﻛ -ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ دﺮﺠﻣ ﻲھ - ةرﻮﻛﺬﻤﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﻷا ﻊﯿﻤﺠﺑ مﺎﯿﻘﻟا ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﻰﻠﻋ ﺐﺟﻮﺘﯾ ﻻ .ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا
 .ةﺮﺳﻻا داﺮﻓأ ﻦﯿﺑ روﺪﺗ ﻲﺘﻟا ﺔﯿﻠﺋﺎﻌﻟا تاراﻮﺤﻟا ﻞﻤﺸﺗ ﻻ ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا/راﻮﺤﻟا
 
  ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ عﺎﻤﺘﺳﻻا/ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﺄﺑ مﺎﯿﻘﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ 1.4

















 ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ عﺎﻤﺘﺳﻻا/ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﺄﺑ مﺎﯿﻘﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ  2.4

















  ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﺑﺎﺘﻜﻟا/ةءاﺮﻘﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﺄﺑ مﺎﯿﻘﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ  3.4
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 ،(تﺎﺷ بﺎﻨﺳ ،ماﺮﺟﺎﺘﺴﻧﻹا ،كﻮﺒﺴﯿﻔﻟا ،ﻲﻧوﺮﺘﻜﻟﻻا ﺪﯾﺮﺒﻟا وأ ،صﻮﺼﻨﻟا) ﻞﺋﺎﺳﺮﻟا ةءاﺮﻗ ،ﻊﻗاﻮﻤﻟا ﺢﻔﺼﺗ ،(ﮫﯿﺼﺨﺸﻟا ﺔﻌﺘﻤﻟا وأ ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻠﻟ) ﺺﺼﻘﻟا ةءاﺮﻗ :ﻚﻟذ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ

















  ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﺑﺎﺘﻜﻟا/ةءاﺮﻘﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﺄﺑ مﺎﯿﻘﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ  4.4
 ،(تﺎﺷ بﺎﻨﺳ ،ماﺮﺟﺎﺘﺴﻧﻹا ،كﻮﺒﺴﯿﻔﻟا ،ﻲﻧوﺮﺘﻜﻟﻻا ﺪﯾﺮﺒﻟا وأ ،صﻮﺼﻨﻟا) ﻞﺋﺎﺳﺮﻟا ةءاﺮﻗ ،ﻊﻗاﻮﻤﻟا ﺢﻔﺼﺗ ،(ﺔﯿﺼﺨﺸﻟا ﺔﻌﺘﻤﻟا وأ ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻠﻟ) ﺺﺼﻘﻟا ةءاﺮﻗ :ﻚﻟذ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ


































 ؟ ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﻘﻠﻌﺘﻤﻟا ﺔﯿﺠﮭﻨﻣﻼﻟا ﺔﻄﺸﻧﻷا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ  6.4


































 ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ًﺎﺛﺪﺤﺘﻣ ءﺎﻗﺪﺻﻷا ﻊﻣ ﺐﻌﻠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ  8.4





















 ؟ﺎﯿﻋﻮﺒﺳأ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ًﺎﺛﺪﺤﺘﻣ ءﺎﻗﺪﺻﻷا ﻊﻣ ﺐﻌﻠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﮫﯿﻀﻘﯾ ﺖﻗﻮﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻢﻛ 9.4

















 ؟ﻞﻔﻄﻟا ﺮﻤﻋ ﻊﻣ ﺐﺳﺎﻨﺘﺗ ﻲﺘﻟا لﺰﻨﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ ةﺪﺟاﻮﺘﻤﻟا ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺐﺘﻜﻟا دﺪﻋ ﻢﻛ  01.4
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 ﻦﯾﺪﻟاﻮﻠﻟ ﻲﻤﯾدﺎﻛﻷاو يﻮﻐﻠﻟا ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا .5
 
 ﻞﻜﻟ ﺔﺒﺳﺎﻨﻤﻟا ﺔﻐﯿﺼﻟا ماﺪﺨﺘﺳا ﻢﺘﯾو .ﺔﻠﺋﺎﻌﻟا ﺲﻔﻧ ﻦﻣ كرﺎﺸﻣ ﻞﻔط ﻦﻣ ﺮﺜﻛأ دﻮﺟو لﺎﺣ ﻲﻓ ةﺪﺣاو ةﺮﻣ ﻞھﻸﻟ ﺎﮭﺋﺎﻄﻋا ﻢﺘﯾو ،ﻦﯾﺪﻟاﻮﻟﺎﺑ 5 ﻢﺴﻘﻟا ﻖﻠﻌﺘﯾ
 .لاﺆﺴﻟا حﺮط ﺪﻨﻋ بﻷا وأ مﻷا ﻦﻣ
 
  ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ : مﻷا دﻼﯿﻣ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ 1.5
  ﻻ           ﻢﻌﻧ                      ؟(مﻸﻟ) مﻷا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھ ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻞھ 2.5
        " باﻮﺠﻟا نﺎﻛ اذإ ﻻ ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ  ،" ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟مﻷا
              (ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺔﯿﻟﺎﺤﻟا ﺎﮭﺗارﺪﻗ و مﻷا مﺎﻤﻟإ ىﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ لاﺆﺴﻟا ﻰﺟﺮﯾ)               
        " باﻮﺠﻟا نﺎﻛ اذإ ﻢﻌﻧ ﻲھﺎﻣ  ،" ﺔﺠﮭﻠﻟا ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟
 (لوﺪﺠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺔﺒﺳﺎﻨﻤﻟا تﺎﻧﺎﯿﺒﻟا لﺎﺧدإ ءﺎﺟﺮﻟا ) ؟مﻸﻟ ﻲﻤﯿﻠﻌﺘﻟا ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﻮھ ﺎﻣ 3.5
 ( تاﻮﻨﺴﻟا دﺪﻋ )  مﻸﻟ ﻲﻤﯿﻠﻌﺘﻟا ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا
 مﻷا ﻢﯿﻠﻌﺗ تاﻮﻨﺳ دﺪﻋ
 تﺎﻈﺣﻼﻣ مﻻا ﻢﯿﻠﻌﺗ ﺔﻐﻟ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ﻲﺋاﺪﺘﺑا
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    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ يﻮﻧﺎﺛ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ﺔﻌﻣﺎﺟ /ﺔﯿﻠﻛ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ىﺮﺧأ ﺔﯿﻨﮭﻣ تارﺎﮭﻣ
 
  ﻻ               ﻢﻌﻧ             ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ﺎﮭﺌﯿﺠﻣ ﻞﺒﻗ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﻠﻌﺗ ﻲﻓ لﻮﺼﻓ وأ سورد يﺄﺑ مﻷا ﺖﻘﺤﺘﻟا ﻞھ 4.5
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ يأ ، ـــــــــــــــــــــ ؟تاﻮﻨﺴﻟا دﺪﻋ ﻢﻛ ، ــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻦﯾأ ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ      
            ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﻮﺻﻮﻟا ﺬﻨﻣ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا لﻮﺼﻓ يأ وأ  (CNIL) (اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ دﺪﺠﻟا ﻦﯾﺮﺋاﺰﻠﻟ ﺔﻐﻠﻟا تﺎﻤﯿﻠﻌﺗ) ﺞﻣﺎﻧﺮﺒﺑ ﺖﻘﺤﺘﻟا وأ ﺔﻘﺤﺘﻠﻣ مﻷا ﻞھ 5.5
 ﻻ              ﻢﻌﻧ                   
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟اذﺎـــﻤﻟ ،"ﻻ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ      
 9.5 ﻰﻟإ 6.5 ﺔﻠﺌﺳﻷا ﻰﻟإ ﻞﻘﺘﻧا ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا نﺎﻛ اذإ      
 
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ  (٧١٠٢ ،سرﺎﻣ :ﻞﺜﻣ ،يﺮﯾﺪﻘﺗ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ) ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا سورﺪﺑ مﻷا تأﺪﺑ ﻰﺘﻣ  6.5
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :(ﺔﻠﺑﺎﻘﻤﻟا مﻮﯾ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ ﺐﺘﻛا ، ةﺮﻤﺘﺴﻣ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ) ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟سورﺪﻟا ﺖﮭﻧأ ﻰﺘﻣ       
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻰﺘﻣ    ـــــــــــــــــــــ ؟عﺎﻄﻘﻧا تاﺮﺘﻓ يأ كﺎﻨھ نﺎﻛ ﻞھ       
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا سورد/ﺺﺼﺣ ﺬﺧﺄﺗ وأ تَﺬﺧأ ﻦﯾأ 7.5
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟تأﺪﺑ ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ يﺄﺑ 8.5
 8-1 kramhcneB egaugnaL naidanaC ,kramhcneB( :لﺎﺜﻣ)     
 ﺬﺧأ ﻲﻓ ةﺮﻤﺘﺴﻣ ﺖﻟاز ﺎﻣ اذإ) نﻻا ﺎﮭﻟ ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ ﻰﻠﻋأ وأ (سورﺪﻟا/ﺺﺼﺤﻟا ﻦﻣ ﺖﮭﺘﻧا اذإ) ﮫﯿﻟإ ﺖﻠﺻو ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ ﻰﻠﻋأ ﻮھ ﺎﻣ 9.5
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟(ﺺﺼﺤﻟا
 ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ لﺰﻨﻤﻟا جرﺎﺧ ﻦﯾﺮﺧﻵا ﻊﻣ مﻷا ﻞﻋﺎﻔﺗ ﻂﺳﻮﺘﻣ ﻮھﺎﻣ 01.5




















 (ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ مﻷا ﺔﻗﻼط) (ﻲﺗاذ ﻢﯿﯿﻘﺗ) ؟(ًﺎﻤﮭﻓو ﺎﺛﺪﺤﺗ) ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ مﻷا مﺎﻤﻟإ ىﺪﻣ ﺎﻣ 11.5
 1
 ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﺪﯿﺟأ ﻻ
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
 2
  ةدوﺪﺤﻣ ﺔﻗﻼط
 
 3
  ﺔﻄﺳﻮﺘﻣ ﺔﻗﻼط
 
 4









 ﻻو ﺎﮭﻤﮭﻓأ ﻻ
 ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا ﻊﯿﻄﺘﺳأ
 ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾو ،ﻞﯿﻠﻘﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﺔﻄﯿﺴﺑ ﻞﻤﺠﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا
 ةﺮﯿﺼﻗو
 ًاﺪﯿﺟ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻲﺴﻔﻧ ﻦﻋ ﺮﺒﻋاو
 ﻦﻣ ﺪﯾﺪﻌﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺎﮭﻣاﺪﺨﺘﺳﺎﺑ
 ﻒﻗاﻮﻤﻟا
 ﺎﮭﻣﺪﺨﺘﺳاو ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻒﻗاﻮﻤﻟا ﻢﻈﻌﻣو ﻞﻤﻌﻟا رﺎطإ ﻲﻓ
 ﺎﮭﺑ ﺮﻣأ ﻲﺘﻟا
 ءﻲﺷ ﻞﻛ ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻲﺴﻔﻧ ﻦﻋﺮﺒﻋأو
 ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﯿﺤﯾرأ ﻞﻜﺑ
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا
  ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :لﺎﺜﻣ 
 ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛ﻒﺗﺎﮭﻟا ﻰﻠﻋ
 ﻦﻣ تﺎﯾﺮﺘﺸﻤﻟا ءاﺮﺷ
 ﺖﻛرﺎﻣﺮﺑﻮﺴﻟا
 
 ﻰﻟإ بﺎھﺬﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :لﺎﺜﻣ
 ﺔﻟﺎﺤﻟا حﺮﺷو ﺐﯿﺒﻄﻟا
 ﺔﯿﺿﺮﻤﻟا
 
 ﺔﯿﻠﻋﺎﻔﺑ ﻞﺻاﻮﺘﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ
 ﻲﻟﺎھﻷا عﺎﻤﺘﺟا ﻲﻓ تﺎﻤﻠﻌﻤﻟا ﻊﻣ
 ﻲﻓ ﻞﻤﻌﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ
 ﺔﻌﺑﺎﺘﻣ ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛تﺎﻣﺪﺨﻟا عﺎﻄﻗ
 ﺔﯿﻧﻮﯾﺰﻔﻠﺘﻟا ﺞﻣاﺮﺒﻟاو مﻼﻓﻷا
 
 
 ؟ﺔﻨﮭﻤﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣو ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﺎﻘﺘﻧﻻا ﻞﺒﻗ لﺰﻨﻤﻟا جرﺎﺧ ﻞﻤﻌﺗ مﻷا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ ﺔﻓﺮﻌﻣ :ﺔﺸﻗﺎﻨﻤﻠﻟ
 ؟ﺔﻨﮭﻤﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣو ؟ﺎﯿﻟﺎﺣ لﺰﻨﻤﻟا جرﺎﺧ ﻞﻤﻌﺗ مﻷا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ ﺔﻓﺮﻌﻣ            
 
  ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ : بﻷا دﻼﯿﻣ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ .521
 31.5  ﻞھ  ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻸﻟ) مﻷا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھ ب ﻻ           ﻢﻌﻧ                      ؟(
        ا نﺎﻛ اذإ " باﻮﺠﻟ ﻻ ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟مﻷا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ  ،"
 (ﺔﯿﺑﺮﻌﻟا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺔﯿﻟﺎﺤﻟا ﮫﺗارﺪﻗ و بﻷا مﺎﻤﻟإ ىﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ لاﺆﺴﻟا ﻰﺟﺮﯾ)       
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﺔﺠﮭﻠﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣ  ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" باﻮﺠﻟا نﺎﻛ اذإ      
 (لوﺪﺠﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺔﺒﺳﺎﻨﻤﻟا تﺎﻧﺎﯿﺒﻟا لﺎﺧدإ ءﺎﺟﺮﻟا ) ؟بﻸﻟ ﻲﻤﯿﻠﻌﺘﻟا ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا ﻮھ ﺎﻣ .541
 ( تاﻮﻨﺴﻟا دﺪﻋ )  بﻸﻟ ﻲﻤﯿﻠﻌﺘﻟا ىﻮﺘﺴﻤﻟا
 بﻷا ﻢﯿﻠﻌﺗ تاﻮﻨﺳ دﺪﻋ
 تﺎﻈﺣﻼﻣ بﻻا ﻢﯿﻠﻌﺗ ﺔﻐﻟ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ﻲﺋاﺪﺘﺑا
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ يﻮﻧﺎﺛ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ﺔﻌﻣﺎﺟ /ﺔﯿﻠﻛ
    ﻻ /ﻢﻌﻧ ىﺮﺧأ ﺔﯿﻨﮭﻣ تارﺎﮭﻣ
 
  ﻻ               ﻢﻌﻧ             ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ ﮫﺌﯿﺠﻣ ﻞﺒﻗ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﻠﻌﺗ ﻲﻓ لﻮﺼﻓ وأ سورد يﺄﺑ بﻷا ﻖﺤﺘﻟا ﻞھ 51.5
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ يأ ، ـــــــــــــــــــــ ؟تاﻮﻨﺴﻟا دﺪﻋ ﻢﻛ ، ــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻦﯾأ ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ      
            ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﻮﺻﻮﻟا ﺬﻨﻣ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧا لﻮﺼﻓ يأ وأ  (CNIL) (اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ دﺪﺠﻟا ﻦﯾﺮﺋاﺰﻠﻟ ﺔﻐﻠﻟا تﺎﻤﯿﻠﻌﺗ) ﺞﻣﺎﻧﺮﺒﺑ ﻖﺤﺘﻟا وأ ﻖﺤﺘﻠﻣ بﻷا ﻞھ 61.5
 ﻻ              ﻢﻌﻧ                   
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟اذﺎـــﻤﻟ ،"ﻻ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ      
 9.5 ﻰﻟإ 6.5 ﺔﻠﺌﺳﻷا ﻰﻟإ ﻞﻘﺘﻧا ،"ﻢﻌﻧ" ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اذإ      
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 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ  (٧١٠٢ ،سرﺎﻣ :ﻞﺜﻣ ،يﺮﯾﺪﻘﺗ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ) ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا سورﺪﺑ بﻷا أﺪﺑ ﻰﺘﻣ  71.5
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :(ﺔﻠﺑﺎﻘﻤﻟا مﻮﯾ ﺦﯾرﺎﺗ ﺐﺘﻛا ، ًاﺮﻤﺘﺴﻣ نﺎﻛ اذإ) ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟سورﺪﻟا ﻰﮭﻧأ ﻰﺘﻣ       
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﻰﺘﻣ    ـــــــــــــــــــــ ؟عﺎﻄﻘﻧا تاﺮﺘﻓ يأ كﺎﻨھ نﺎﻛ ﻞھ       
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا سورد/ﺺﺼﺣ ﺬﺧﺄﯾ وأ َﺬﺧأ ﻦﯾأ 81.5
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ ؟أﺪﺑ ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ يﺄﺑ 91.5
 8-1 kramhcneB egaugnaL naidanaC ,kramhcneB( :لﺎﺜﻣ)     
 ؟(ﺺﺼﺤﻟا ﺬﺧأ ﻲﻓ اﺮﻤﺘﺴﻣ لاز ﺎﻣ اذإ) نﻻا ﮫﻟ ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ ﻰﻠﻋأ وأ (سورﺪﻟا/ﺺﺼﺤﻟا ﻦﻣ ﻰﮭﺘﻧا اذإ) ﮫﯿﻟإ ﻞﺻو ىﻮﺘﺴﻣ ﻰﻠﻋا ﻮھ ﺎﻣ .502
 ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ
 ؟ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ لﺰﻨﻤﻟا جرﺎﺧ ﻦﯾﺮﺧﻵا ﻊﻣ بﻷا ﻞﻋﺎﻔﺗ ﻂﺳﻮﺘﻣ ﻮھﺎﻣ 12.5

















 (ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻲﻓ بﻷا ﺔﻗﻼط) (ﻲﺗاذ ﻢﯿﯿﻘﺗ) ؟(ًﺎﻤﮭﻓو ﺎﺛﺪﺤﺗ) ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ بﻷا مﺎﻤﻟإ ىﺪﻣ ﺎﻣ 22.5
 1
 ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﺪﯿﺟأ ﻻ
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻹا
 
 ﻻو ﺎﮭﻤﮭﻓأ ﻻ
 ﺎﮭﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا ﻊﯿﻄﺘﺳأ
 2
  ةدوﺪﺤﻣ ﺔﻗﻼط
 
 ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾو ،ﻞﯿﻠﻘﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﺔﻄﯿﺴﺑ ﻞﻤﺠﺑ ثﺪﺤﺘﻟا
 ةﺮﯿﺼﻗو
 3
  ﺔﻄﺳﻮﺘﻣ ﺔﻗﻼط
 
 ًاﺪﯿﺟ ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻲﺴﻔﻧ ﻦﻋ ﺮﺒﻋاو
 ﻦﻣ ﺪﯾﺪﻌﻟا ﻲﻓ ﺎﮭﻣاﺪﺨﺘﺳﺎﺑ
 ﻒﻗاﻮﻤﻟا
 4
  ﺔﻣﺪﻘﺘﻣ ﺔﻗﻼط
 
 ﺎﮭﻣﺪﺨﺘﺳاو ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا ﺔﻐﻠﻟا ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻒﻗاﻮﻤﻟا ﻢﻈﻌﻣو ﻞﻤﻌﻟا رﺎطإ ﻲﻓ




 ءﻲﺷ ﻞﻛ ﻢﮭﻓأ
 ﻲﺴﻔﻧ ﻦﻋ ﺮﺒﻋاو
 ﺔﻐﻠﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﯿﺤﯾرأ ﻞﻜﺑ
 ﺔﯾﺰﯿﻠﺠﻧﻻا
  ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :لﺎﺜﻣ 
 ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛ﻒﺗﺎﮭﻟا ﻰﻠﻋ
 ﻦﻣ تﺎﯾﺮﺘﺸﻤﻟا ءاﺮﺷ
 ﺖﻛرﺎﻣﺮﺑﻮﺴﻟا
 
 ﻰﻟإ بﺎھﺬﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :لﺎﺜﻣ
 ﺔﻟﺎﺤﻟا حﺮﺷو ﺐﯿﺒﻄﻟا
 ﺔﯿﺿﺮﻤﻟا
 
 ﺔﯿﻠﻋﺎﻔﺑ ﻞﺻاﻮﺘﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ :ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ
 ﻲﻟﺎھﻷا عﺎﻤﺘﺟا ﻲﻓ تﺎﻤﻠﻌﻤﻟا ﻊﻣ
 ﻲﻓ ﻞﻤﻌﻟا ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛ﺔﺳرﺪﻤﻟا ﻲﻓ
 ﺔﻌﺑﺎﺘﻣ ﻲﻨﻨﻜﻤﯾ ؛تﺎﻣﺪﺨﻟا عﺎﻄﻗ
 ﺔﯿﻧﻮﯾﺰﻔﻠﺘﻟا ﺞﻣاﺮﺒﻟاو مﻼﻓﻷا
 
 
 ؟ﺔﻨﮭﻤﻟا ﻲھﺎﻣو ؟اﺪﻨﻛ ﻰﻟإ لﺎﻘﺘﻧﻻا ﻞﺒﻗ ﻞﻤﻌﯾ بﻷا نﺎﻛ اذإ ﺔﻓﺮﻌﻣ :ﺔﺸﻗﺎﻨﻤﻠﻟ








 )tseT noiteleD emenohP /elballyS(   ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧ ةدﺎﻋإو تاﻮﺻﻷا فﺬﺣ
 )teehS gnirocS(
 
 ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :صﻮﺤﻔﻤﻟا ﻢﻗر                                                     ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :صﻮﺤﻔﻤﻟا ﻢﺳا
           ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :ﺺﺣﺎـــﻔﻟا ﻢﺳا                                                             ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ :ﺦﯾرﺎــﺘﻟا   
               
 :ﺐﯾرﺪﺘﻠﻟ ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ
 دﺎَﻋ (َأ) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............   َدﺎَﻋَأ  .a
 ﻦﯿّﻠﺴﻣ (ِم) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ﻦﯿﻤﱢﻠَﺴُﻣ  .b




 ﺬﯿﻤﻠﺘﻟا ﺔﺑﺎﺟإ  ﺔﺤﯿﺤﺼﻟا ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻢﻗﺮﻟا
 ـ  /  + ءﺎﻣ (َس) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ءﺎَﻤَﺳ  .1
 ـ  /  + ﺮﺼﻣ (َد) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْرَﺪْﺼَﻣ  .2
 ـ  /  + ﺐﻟﺎط (تا) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............تﺎَﺒِﻟﺎَط  .3
 
 :ﺐﯾرﺪﺘﻠﻟ ﺔﻠﺜﻣأ
 حﺎَﻓ (ت) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............   ْحﺎﱠُﻔﺗ  .d
 ﺪَﺻ (ي) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْْﺪﯿَﺻ  .e
 ﻲﻓ    (ل) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْﻞﯿِﻓ  .f




 .noiteled emenohp laniF & elddiM ,laitinI
 ﺬﯿﻤﻠﺘﻟا ﺔﺑﺎﺟإ  ﺔﺤﯿﺤﺼﻟا ﺔﺑﺎﺟﻹا ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻢﻗﺮﻟا
 ـ  /  + رﺎَﺛ (آ) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْرﺎَﺛآ  .4
 ـ  /  + بﺎﺑ (َض) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْبﺎَﺒَﺿ  .5
 ـ  /  + ﻖَﺷ (ر) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْقْﺮَﺷ  .6
 ـ  /  + ﻢَﯾ (و) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْمْﻮَﯾ  .7
 ـ  /  + ﺶﻋ (ب) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْﺐْﺸُﻋ  .8
 ـ  /  + ْأََﺮﻗ (ت) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْتْأََﺮﻗ  .9
 ـ  /  + ﺢﺻ (َأ) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْﺢَﺻَأ  .01
 ـ  /  + ﺮﺷ (ـھ) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْﺮْﮭَﺷ  .11
 ـ  /  + ﻢﺷ (س) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْﺲْﻤَﺷ  .21
 ـ  /  + ﺐَﺣ (ل) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْﻞْﺒَﺣ  .31
 ـ  /  + َﺮﺛَأ (ك) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............َْﺮﺜْﻛَأ  .41
 ـ  /  + قََرأ (ز) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْقَرَْزأ  .51
 ـ  /  + ﻒَﺼَﻣ (ق) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ْﻒَﺼْﻘَﻣ  .61
 ـ  /  + نﱢﻮَﻟ (ُأ) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا............. ْنﱢﻮَُﻟأ  .71
 ـ  /  + جَرَد (ح) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............َجَﺮْﺣَد  .81
 ـ  /  + ﻰَﻀَﻣ (ر) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ﻰَﺿْﺮَﻣ  .91
 ـ  /  +    ﺎﯾﻼَﻣ (ر) نوﺪﺑ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟا ﻖﻄﻧا.............ﺎَﯾْرَﻼَﻣ  .02













 stnemmoC - /  + sdroW #
    ﻲِﻓ 1
    ﺎﻧَأ 2
    َنﺎَﻛ 3
    ُمأ 4
    َعﺎَﺑ 5
    َﻮُھ 6
     َﺬَﺧأ 7
    ٌراَد 8
    ﻲِﺑَأ 9
    ًﺎﺘْﯿَﺑ 01
    ﻚِﻠَﻣ 11
    قَرْزَأ 21
    ﻦَطَﻮﻟا 31
    ٍﺮﯿِﻣَأ 41
    ﺬﯾِﺬَﻟ 51
    ُﷲ /ﷲ 61
    ُﻒﱠﺼﻟا 71
    اذﺎَﻣ 81
    ْبﺎَﺘِﻜﻟا /ُبﺎَﺘِﻜﻟا 91
    يِﺬﱠﻟا 02
    ُأَﺮْﻗأ 12
    ُلﺎَﻔطَﻷا 22
    ُضْرَﻷا 32
    ﺎَﮭَﺘْﺤَﺗ 42
    َﻚِﻟذ 52
    ﻲِﻤﱢﻠَﻌُﻣ 62
    ﮫَﻧﱠﻮَﻠُﻤﻟا  / ُﺔَﻧﱠﻮَﻠُﻤﻟا 72
    ُﻞَﻌْﻔَﯿَﺳ 82
    ﻰَﺘَﻔﻟا 92
    ﮫَﻠِﺌْﺳَﻷا  / ُﺔَﻠِﺌْﺳَﻷا 03
    ﮫَﻨﯾِﺪَﻤﻟا / ُﺔَﻨﯾِﺪَﻤﻟا 13
    ٌﺔَﻗﺎَﻄِﺑ 23
    ْﻢﯿِھﺎَﻔَﻤﻟا / ُﻢﯿِھﺎَﻔَﻤﻟا 33
    ْتﻮُﺒَﻜْﻨَﻋ 43
    ﮫَﺤﱢﺼﻟا / ُﺔَﺤﱢﺼﻟا 53
    ْﺲﯿِﺋَر 63
    ُمِﺪْﺨَﺘْﺴَﯾ 73
    ﺔﯾﺎَﮭِﻧ 83
    ُﺮﱠﻛَﺬَﺗَأ 93
    ﻲِﻨْﺘَﺒَﺠْﻋَأ 04
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    ٌﺔﱠﯿِﺣَﺮْﺴَﻣ 14
    ًارﺎَھْزَأ 24
    ﻦْﯿَﺗَرﺎَﺒِﻋ 34
    ْعاَﺮِﺘْﺧا 44
    ْﺊِطﺎَﺷ 54
    ﻦﯾِﺮَﺧﻵا 64
    ًاﺮﯿِﺜَﻛ 74
    ﺎَﮭُﻈَﻔْﺤَﯾ 84
    هَﺮِﺋاَد / ٌةَﺮِﺋاَد 94
    ﮫﱠﯿِﺿﺎَﯾﱢﺮﻟا / ُﺔﱠﯿِﺿﺎَﯾﱢﺮﻟا 05
    ٌةَءﺎَﺿِإ 15
    ﮫَﻌِﺋﺎَﺠﻟا / ُﺔَﻌِﺋﺎَﺠﻟا 25
    ُﺚِﻌَﺒْﻨَﺗ 35
    ﻲِﺋَﻼَﻣُز 45
    ﺎَﮭُﺘَﻔﯿِظَو 55
    ْتَرﱠﺮَﻗ 65
    ْﻦﯿِﺴْﻤَﺧ 75
    ْنﻮُﻘِﺑﺎَﺴَﺘُﻤﻟا 85
    ﻲِﺼﱡﺼَﺨﱠﺘﻟا 95
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